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PREFACE

The hearings herein published focus on the development of rela-
tif’nscbetwcen the United States and People’s Republic of China
(PRC).

In t)he 2 years since the normalization of relations between the
United States and the People’s Republic of China, Sino-American
relations have deepened and broadened. The grant of most-favored-
nation (MFN) status to the PRC, the extension of the operating au-
thority of the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) to
include the PRC, and the increasing pace of cultural, educational, and
scientific exchange have established a sound foundation for the devel-
opment of our future relations.

Likewise, over the past 2 years and particularly since the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan, the pace of our military/strategic relation-
ship has quickened. The visit of Secretary of Defense Harold Brown
to Peking in January 1980, the decision to allow the sale of selected
items of nonlethal military equipment as outlined in Munitions Con-
trol Newsletter 81, the licensing of American companies to explore the.
China market for the sale of dual use technology, and the increasing
military exchange evidence this developing dimension of our
relationship.

Yet these militarily related developments have taken place largely
without, public discussion of the merits of such actions and of their
relationship to U.S. global foreign policy and security interests. To
develop greater public awareness of the issues involved in the Sino-
American relationship. the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs
initiated the series of hearings published in this volume.

Among the key questions the subcommittee posed were:

(1) What effects can we expect the new U.S. ties with the PRC
to have on the U7.S.S.R.? What sort of reaction can we expect. from
the U.S.S.R. should the U.S.-PRC relationship develop an in-
ereasingly military nature?

(2) Bearing in mind our historic lack of understanding of
China and our failure to foresee major shifts in Chinese policy,
how clear an understanding do we have of Peking’s intentions to-
ward the United States and the U.S. role in China’s policy vis-a-
vis the Soviet Union ?

(3) Can we realistically expect the Soviet Union to put aside 20
years of conflict with China and view the Sino-American rela-
tionship in purely a bilateral context?

(4) Are military ties with China an important “quick fix” for
an alleged strategic imbalance in East-West relations?

The debate has only begun and the issues raised in these hearings
have yet to be resolved, but the subcommittee believes that these hear-
Ings are an important first step and that they will serve to encourage
and structure future debate on the subject.

Lzester L. Worrr,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs.

(II1)
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THE UNITED STATES AND THE PEOPLE'S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA: ISSUES FOR THE 1980’S

TUESDAY, APRIL 1, 1980

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2:10 p.m. in room 2200, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Lester L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.

Mr. Wovrr. The other members of the subcommittee will be here
shortly, but in the interest of time, I think we shall begin.

Today the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs is meeting to
consider the subject of potential sales of nonlethal military equipment
to the People’s Republic of China. Our objective is to examine the
items which may be included in the procedures which currently are
to be followed in any decision to sell military equipment to the People’s
Republic of China.

UNITED STATES-PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA MILITARY RELATIONSHIP

At the very outset, let me make my own interest clear in this matter:
I am concerned that the administration is moving inecrementally but
surely into a military relationship with the People’s Republic of China.
Moreover, I am concerned that once again China policy is being
advanced without ade:lluate consultations with the Congress and, in

fact, almost in total disregard of Congress. A case in point is the
decision to sell military-use equipment announced after Secretary
Brown’s January visit to the People’s Republic of China.

As chairman of the subcommittee, I believe it imperative that the
American people and the Congress be made aware of the items and
procedures which may be involved and govern the sale of military-
use equipment to the People’s Republic of China.

Thus, in our hearing today we hope to address the following key
questions:

What items are or are not being considered for inclusion under
the categories of military support equipment?

What are the technological capabilities of the items involved?

What is their potential for use in offensive operations?

What criteria are used to determine what items will or will not be
included on the list ?

What are the procedures to be followed in making a decision with
respect to a requested sale? '

Are there legal provisions for appropriate congressional consulta-
tion during the decisionmaking process?

(1)
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GROWING CONCERNS

Now, while our inquiry today is operational and procedural in
nature, I believe it reflects the concerns of a growing number of Mem-
bers of Congress with respect to China policy—where it stands and
where it is going. Thus, it is with this in mind that the Subcommittee
on Asian and Pacifie Affairs will hold an extensive and intensive re-
view of China policy and Sino-American relations in a series of hear-
ings scheduled for later this summer.

I might say as well, one concern that we do have is whether or not
we have a consistent China policy and how we are following that
China policy; or is that China policy influenced by events in areas
other than China, and how are we reacting to other situations that are
developing in other parts of the world, with respect to China. In other
words, the old cliche of the “China card”—is it a China card, or is it
somewhat of a pat hand ?

On that basis we have asked a number of people to testify who are
concerned with the implementation of the sale of military use equip-
ment to the People’s Republic of China, Hon. Richard Holbrooke,
Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs: Hon.
Gerald P. Dinneen, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Communica-
tions, Command, Control, and Intelligence, whom we welcome to the
Hill for his first appearance, I believe, before a committee other than
getting confirmed.

Mr. DinneeN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Worrr. And the accompanying witnesses, Mr. Nicholas Platt,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for East Asia and the Pacific,
and Mr. William Robinson, Director, Office of Munitions Control,
Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State. Mr. Hol-
brooke, would you proceed ?

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD C. HOLBROOKE, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF STATE FOR EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS

Mr. HoLerookEe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. T am pleased to be here
today with my colleagues to discuss U.S. policy and procedures for
handling the sale of military support equipment to the People’s
Republic of China.

T have a statement to submit for the record.

Mr. Worrr. Without objection, your remarks will be included in the
record at this point, and you may summarize, if you wish.

Mr. Housrooke. T believe the statement addresses the questions that
you have raised and, rather than read it all. T would just stress that
we developed this policy in several stages. We have now published the
categories of the munitions list in which we are ready to consider ex-
port. license applications on a case-by-case basis. T want to stress the
phrase, “case-by-case basis.” We have made this list public, so that the
U.S. business community and the American public, and most of the
world, can understand clearly both the kinds of things we are ready to
consider making available to the Chinese. and the kinds of things
which we are not ready to make available. By the categories we have
excluded, T think, we made clear the eriteria behind the decision.
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CRITERIA

Just to review the three criteria, which I think is critical, the equip-
ment technology that we are prepared to consider for sale to China
must not be combat arms or ammunition. They must be items we are
prepared to sell to all our friends, Third, they must not contribute to
chemical, radiological, bacteriological, nuclear, or missile programs.

I will defer all the other comments to your questions, Mr. Chairman.

[Mr. Holbrooke’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HoN. RicHArp C. HOLBROOKE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF
STATE FOR EAST ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS

Mr. Chairman: I am pleased to appear here today to discuss U.S. policy and
procedures for handling the sale of military support equipment to the People’s
Republic of China. With me today are Dr. Gerald Dinneen, Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Research and Engineering, and Mr. William Robinson, the
Director of the Office of Munitions Control in the Department of State. I know
that the Committee is interested in how the Munitions Control Newsletter on
China was developed, how individual cases may be processed, and how the Con-
gress will relate to that process. But before addressing these issues, I would like
to offer some perspective on how the sale of support equipment to the PROC fits
into the wider framework of our China policy.

BECURITY DIMENSION

First, there has always been a security dimension to our relationship with
China. Since Henry Kissinger's first trip to Peking in July 1971, security issues
have been a feature of our dialogue with the PRC. Indeed, the strategic basis for
reconciliation between China and the U.S. after a generation of estrangement was
our shared interest in a global equilibrium. In the frequent high-level consulta-
tions with China which developed, we discussed on a wide range of international
issues—seeking to limit disagreements where our interests diverged ; promoting
parallel policies where our interests converged.

Second, it is apparent that our security depends not only on our own power,
but upon the global equilibrium of forces in which China plays an important role.
We have—as we have stated publicly—a stake in a strong, secure, and friendly
China, For its part China has an interest in a powerful and resolute United States
maintaining strong alliances in Europe and Asia. Since we no longer regard each
other as adversaries, we need no longer organize and deploy our forces in the
expectation of conflict with each other. This is a matter of real significance to
the security of both our peoples and to the East Asia region. It permits us to con-
centrate our resources on the real challenges we each face.

EXPANDED RELATIONS

Third, with the normalization of our relations with China some fifteen months

ago, the scope and the quality of our bilateral cooperation has expanded dramat-
ically. Recognizing that China's contribution to regional and global stability will
be shaped by the success of its efforts to modernize its agrieulture, industry,
science and technology, and natiional defense; we have moved to provide some
support for its attempts to achieve these well-known Four Modernizations. It was
in the context that Secretary Brown visited China in January. While in Beijing,

Dr. Brown sought to broaden our strategic dialogue with China—adding an arms
control strand to it—and laid the basis for further exchanges between our respec-
tive defense establishments. At the same time he made clear our willingness to
countenance some transfers of technology to China that we would not approve
for the Soviet Union. Finally, he indicated that we would be prepared to consider
on a case-by-case basis sales of some military support equipment to China.

Fourth, these decisions do not foreshadow a U.S.-China alliance. Neither we
nor the Chinese seek such an alliance. Nor do we anticipate any joint Sino-U.8.
mili.tary planning. And we have no p'ans to sell arms to China.

Fifth, China’s defense establishment is large but relatively backward. While
China has sought some foreign assistance in improving its defenses, military
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modernization enjoys the lowest priority among the four modernizations. To
the best of our knowledge, the many military missions China has sent abroad
in recent years have concluded few major acquisitions of foreign equipment.
We believe this reflects China’s limited foreign exchange reserves and also
China’s interest in acquiring technology rather than hardware.

EXPORT LICENSES

Sixth, having indicated a willingness to sell certain types of military sup-
port equipment to China, we faced the need to define with some greater pre-
cision those types of equipment for which export licenses might be granted.
Secretary Brown had mentioned trucks, certain types of radar, and communica-
tions equipment as illustrative of what we had in mind. But this did not fur-
nish sufficient guidance regarding U.S. intentions to the Congress, the publie,
foreign governments, or U.S. industry.

CLARIFIED INTENTIONS

We have clarified our intentions in terms of categories on the U.S. Munitions
List. These categories are familiar to U.S. business and readily comprehensible
to others. They deal in general types of equipment rather than in specific models
and so give us a degree of flexibility in making decisions on individual export
requests. At the same time we were able to make elear, by the categories we
excluded, the general criteria that were used in making this decision.

The equipment and technology we would be prepared to consider for sale
to China must not be combat arms or ammunition, including vehicles and craft
designed as platforms for combat arms such as warplanes and tanks.

Second, they must be items we would be prepared to sell to all our friends.

Third, they must not contribute to chemical, radiologieal, bacteriological, nu-
clear or missile programs.

This review left us with a list of equipment used largely for supply, mainte-
nance, training, and communications. These are the items in the recent pub-
lished Munitions Control Newsletter.

EXPORT CONTROL PROCESS

Let me now outline briefly for you the export control process through which
applications to sell military equipment to China will be addressed, The Arms
Export and Control Act authorizes the President to designate those articles
which shall be considered arms, ammunition and implements of war and to con-
trol their import and export in furtherance of world peace and US foreign
policy. The President has delegated this authority, through the Secretary of
State and the director of the State Department’s Bureau of Politico-Military
Affairs, to the director of that bureau’s Office of Munitions Control. Those articles
s0 designated appear on the US Munitions List, which forms part of the Inter-
national Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), Title 22 of the Code of Federal
Regulations. The Office of Munitions Control is responsible for authorizing com-
mercial exports of Munitions List articles. Mr. William Robinson, the Director
of this office, is here today to answer any questions you may have concerning
the licensing procedure,

The Department of State, with the concurrence of the Department of Defense,
decides which articles constitute arms, ammunition and implements of war for
export control purposes. The Department of State also consults with the Depart-
ment of Defense and Commerce to determine whether State or Commerce should
have commodity jurisdiction over articles with both military and civil uses.

The Office of Munitions Control receives applications to export US Munitions
List articles via commercial channels. The office initially examines each applica-
tion to determine whether :

The article proposed for export is on the Munitions List ;

The article is exeluded by US Government poliey from export ;

The article is excluded by US Government policy from being exported to the
intended destination ;

The application requires the views of other Department of State offices and
other government agencies ; and

Other considerations reflected in the application are germane to approval
or disapproval of an export authorization.
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The Munition Control office then judges each application based on various ap-
plicable statutes; the ITAR; US foreign policy; precedents; technical views,
whether a particular export is in the overall interest of the US and other factors.

BECURITY AND TECHNICAL MATTERS

On security and technical matters, the Munitions Control office may seek the
views of various agencies of the Department of Defense, ACDA, and other
agencies. In matters concerning US foreign policy, the office may request the
views of regional and functional bureaus in the Department of State and of
other agencies. Export license requests to China will likely involve all the above
agencies on a regular basis,

As you see, we would consider each export license request involving China
individually on its merits. In general terms, our consideration will bear in mind
our national security and that of our allies, Specific considerations, in addition
to the points I made earlier, will inelude the level of technology involved, the
likely end-use, and how it would fit into China's current military posture. The
legislated limit on the size of commercial military equipment exports, as set
forth in the Arms Export Control Aect, will, of course, also figure in any decision.
Before export authorization is approved, we will require the usual assurances
concerning transfers of U.S. equipment to third parties. Our control of spare
parts for U.8. equipment will enable us to monitor these agreements. Let me also
note that we have not yet authorized any exports under these new guidelines.

To lend perspective to the list of articles we are prepared to consider licensing
for export to China, let me read you a partial list of articles we do not intend to
export to China : firearms, artillery, ammunition, explosives, naval vessels of war,
tanks, combat aircraft such as those designed for gunnery, bombing, or missile
launching, and aireraft designed for refueling.

CONGRESBIONAL ROLE

Let me now say a word about the role of Congress. Our relationship with China
is so important that we intend to take special eare to consult with Congress as
we move ahead in improving our relations with that country. The Congress has
established by law an elaborate reporting system with regard to the sale of ar-
ticles on the Munitions Control List: and we will of course comply with all re-
quirements of law regarding exports of Munitions List articles to China. Mean-
while, we will continue to keep Congress informed of significant developments
in other areas of U.S.-China relations.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Holbrooke.
Mr. Dinneen, do you have a prepared statement?

STATEMENT OF HON. GERALD P. DINNEEN, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF DEFENSE FOR COMMUNICATIONS, COMMAND, CON-
TROL, AND INTELLIGENCE

Mr. DinneeN. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do. T would like to ask that it
be entered into the record.

Mr. Worrr. Without objection, it will be entered into the record.

Mr. Dinneen. I would like to make a few comments at the outset.
Firsi of all, I thank you for your welcome to this subcommittee. T have
had the opportunity to appear before other committees. T would like
to appear as an amateur, but those appearances have, of course, been
primarily in defense of the defense budget in appearances before the
Armed Services Committee and the Appropriations Committee.

It is a pleasure for me, however, to appear before this committee to
discuss, f&ong with Secretary Holbrooke, this issue of the munitions
control list,

In his prepared statement Secretary Holbrooke has outlined the spe-
cific responsibilities and authorities of the executive branch and of the




Congress, and I will just take a moment to tell you what our respon-
sibilities are in Defense. I will not repeat those facts, but I just want
to assure you and this committee that we plan to implement any trans-
fer of equipment or technology to the People’s Republic of China
within the established procedures which have been determined over the
years.

ADVISORY ROLE

The primary role of Defense is to advise the Department of State
with respect to the national security impact of items on the munitions
control list which are prepared for export to the People’s Republic of
China.

The Secretary of Defense has delegated this advisory responsibility
to the Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering.
serve as his principal deputy and also as the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Communications, Command, Control, and Intelligence, as
you have indicated.

Since I accompanied Secretary Brown to China and discussed these
matters with the Chinese military officials, the Secretary has asked me
to appear before you today.

We have had, since our return, numerous inquiries from industry
asking us whether or not they could speak to the People’s Republic of
China about specific items of equipment. It was our purpose to inform
all of the interested American industries as to which items we would
consider for export to the People’s Republic of China. That is the
Hrimary pu ré)ose of the munitions control list, as Secretary Holbrooke

as explained.
CASE BY CASE

Now, this is the first time that we have been willing to consider sales
to the People’s Republic of China of any items on the munitions control
list. So, we are breaking new ground, and many details still need to be
worked out. Much of this will occur when we begin to consider requests
on a case-by-case basis, which will lead naturally to further clarifica-
tion of the items suitable for release.

I would like to close with just a few remarks on what T believe will
be the role of the Defense Department in future considerations of the
items on the munitions control list for China. As T have already said,
each application for licensed exports to the People’s Republic of China
will be judged on its individual merits to determine releasability of the
commodity. A case-by-case review will be conducted to evaluate pro-
posed exports in terms of overall policy and use, political and military
factors, technological state of the art, and foreign availability—that
is, availability of equipment from some other source.

Each of the items on this list includes many specific produects, each
of which has a different level of technology. The intent is to judge the
technology question for each case individually. Ttems contained in the
Munitions Control Newsletter No. 81 are nonlethal, defensively
oriented equipment. During the case-by-case review process, the poten-
tial end use of all proposed exports will be carefully evaluated to insure
that only those which would not jeopardize the national security of the
United States and our friends and allies are approved.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[Mr. Dinneen’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF HoN. GERaLp P. DINNEEN, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING AND ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF DEFENSE FOR COMMUNICATIONS, CoMMAND, CONTOL, AND INTELLIGENCE

Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure for me to appear before the Subcommittee on
Asian and Pacific Affairs of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs and to
present the Department of Defense views on the recent munitions control letter
on categories of support equipment to be opened to China.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE ROLE

I would like to take a few moments to explain the role of the Department of
Defense in this matter. Secretary Holbrooke has outlined the specific responsi-
bilities and authorities of the executive branch and of the Congress in these
matters. While I will not repeat those facts, I do want to assure this committee
that we plan to implement any transfer of equipment or technology to the People’s
Republie of China within those established procedures. Consequently, the role of
Defense is to advise the Department of State with respect to the national security
imps;;:t if items on the munitions control list are exported to the People’s Republic
of China.

The Secretary of Defense has delegated this advisory responsibility to the
Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering. I serve as his principal
deputy and also as the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Communications, Com-
mand, Control, and Intelligence. Since I accompanied Secretary Brown to China
and discussed these matters with Chinese military officials, the Secretary has
asked me to appear before you today.

CABE-BY-CASE BASIS

After the trip to China by the Secretary of Defense, a press release was issued
by DOD which said in part, “That the United States was prepared to consider,
on a case-by-case basis, the gale of certain carefully selected items of support
equipment also suitable for military use, for example, trucks, communications
gear, certain types of early warning radar.”

Following that release we have had numerous inquiries from industry asking
us whether or not they could speak to the People’s Republic of China about
specific items of equipment. It was our purpose to inform all of the interested
American industries as to which items we would consider for export to the
People’s Republic of China. This is the primary purpose of the munitions control
list as Secretary Holbrooke explained.

Since this is the first time we have been willing to consider sales to the People’s
Republic of China of any items on the munitions control list, we are breaking new
ground and many details still need to be worked out. Much of this will oceur when
we begin to consider requests on a case-by-case basis which will lead naturally
to further clarification of the items suitable for release.

Now I would like to close with a few remarks on what I believe will be the role
of the Defense Department in future considerations of the items on the munitions
control list for China, As I have already said, each application for licensed export
to the People’s Republic of China will be judged on its individual merit to deter-
mine releasability of the commodity. Case-by-case review will be cunduc_ted to
evaluate proposed exports in terms of overall policy, end-use, politico-military
factors, technological “state-of-the-art” considerations, and foreign availability.

Each generic item identified on the list includes many specific produets each
of which has a different level of technology. The intent is to judge the technol-
ogy question for each case individually, Therefore, it is not possible at this time
to be specific about the technological capabilities of the equipment on the list.

Items contained on the Munitions Control Newsletter No. 81 are nonlethal
defensively oriented equipment. During the ease-by-case review process, the po-
tential end use of all proposed exports will be carefully evaluated to insure
that only those which would not jeopardize the national security of the United
States and our friends and allies are approved.

CONGRESSIONAL ROLE

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Dinneen. :
Mr. Holbrooke, Mr. Dinneen did say this was a substantial change
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in policy, the idea of selling military use equipment to the People’s
Republic of China. I do not want to get into the long hassle that we
had before as to the lack of consultation on a change of policy, but I
do want to find out what process and what means you are going to
take in order to permit the Congress a role in making a determination
on the sale of equipment. T am a little concerned about nonlethal
defense equipment due to the fact that we are now very heavily
engaged in a political battle with the Soviet Union on nonmilitary
equipment that we sold them in the past, which they are now using
in a military mode and certainly not for defensive purposes. The So-
viet Union is not in Afghanistan to defend themselves, so, they are
using it in an offensive mode—the heavy trucks that were used to
transport equipment and transport people into Afghanistan.

Now, what kind of a role do you envisage for the Congress, Mr.
f][j[olb?rooke and Mr. Dinneen, in further proceedings along these
ines

Mr. Horsrooke. We will follow the law in regard to consulting
and informing Congress on the making available to China of these
selected items of military equipment, which will be approved on a
case-by-case basis.

Specifically, under the existing law, if a sale of a major defense
item totals $7 million or more, it must be submitted to both Houses
of Congress, and the Congress has 30 days in which to act if it wishes
the sale not to go forwur(f We will be doing that when and if the oc-
casion arises.

At this point I want to stress that we are not in the business of
entertaining specific requests from the Chinese yet for specific items:
that is well down the road.

Mr. Worrr. You have already determined categories, which have
been listed.

Mr. Horerook. That is correct. The process that we followed be-
gan with the fundamental decision to develop this new aspect of for-
eign policy. That was communicated to the Chinese by Secretary
Brown on his January trip. We then returned to Washington where
the change in policy was made public. At that point the bureaucracy
was asked to take the munitions control list, and Mr. Robinson, on my
right, is the man designated by the Secretary of State under law
with responsibility for that list, which is divided, I think, into 18
categories; in those categories are subcategories which would be avail-
able, and those which would not be available, on a case-by-case basis—
I cannot stress that phrase too much.

CASE-BY-CASE PROCEDURE

Mr. Worrr. Who has the determination over the case-by-case?

Mr. Howerooke. The process that we will be following on this will
be first, either the Chinese will express a more specified interest than
they have up to now on specific items—so far their interest has been
generic, in categories. They are really window-shopping, they are not
making any specific requests. Just as they have done in Europe for a
long time.

Cl;;r, alternatively, American manufacturers who see that they make
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an item on the list of things eligible for consideration may approach
us for permission to discuss the matter with the Chinese.

In either case, before it can go any further, U.S. Government ap-
proval will be required. Then, as we move forward, there will be a
point at which the Chinese will want to know if they ask for such and
such an item, will the United States be willing to sell it. That decision
will be made through a procedure which begins with the Office of
Munitions Control under Mr. Robinson. Then, if necessary—and I
suspect it will be, given the tremendous importance of this issue—this
will go up to higher levels of the Government where policy decisions
will have to be made.

At this point, these discussions have not taken place, nor have we
defined preeisely what we mean in each individual case. But the es-
sential second step, the publication of Munitions Control Newsletter
No. 81 has now been accomplished.

Mr. Worrr, On the list that you have established, Mr. Robinson, are
all those items on the munitions control list?

Mr. Ropixson.* Yes, sir.

Mr. Wovrrr. They are all under your aegis?

Mr. Rosinson. Yes, sir.

Mr. Worrr. What was the direction or the criteria: that you were
given: by the Secretary of State, resulting in the various categories
that are contained in your newsletter No, 811

Mr. Rosinson. The material was prepared by a group which was
designated for that specific purpose. I was in on a couple of meetings
with them, and the material was approved at the appropriate level and
given to me. T used the newsletter, which my office puts out, as the
vehicle to publish it. So, it is not quite proper to say that I prepared
it, it was prepared by a group formed for that purpose.

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Dinneen, what role does DOD have in this?

Mr. Dinneen. Well, after the procedures that Secretary Holbrooke
has outlined ; namely, the American company comes to the Board and
the State Department, indicating an interest to speak to the Chinese
about a particular piece of equipment. When that progresses to the
point where they require an export license, that request comes to the
State Department and then is forwarded over to the Defense Depart-
ment for our review.

Mr. Worrr. Is it forwarded to the Defense Department, or Com-
merce ?

Mr. Dinneen. Well, it may go to both. In the case of Defense, we are
asked to review it from the point of view of its impact on national
security.

Mr. Roeiyson. May T just go into detail on that for a second

Mr. Worrr. Yes, please,

APPLICATION PROCEDURE

Mr. Rosinson. Normally, our applications are from industry. In
case of the People’s Republic of China, any applications which we
receive, when we get them, they are what we call “staffed” in our bu-

1 Willlam Robinson, Director, Office of Munitions Control, Bureau of Politlco-Military
Affairs, Department of State.
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reaucratic language. We send them to the Department of Defense; we
send them to the appropriate military department within the Depart-
ment, of Defense; we send them to the Fast Asian Bureau of the De-
partment of State; we send them to the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency, and anyone else who might have an input.

Then, as we get them back, if there is a strong—and T am not speak-
ing of the People’s Republic of China particularly—if there is a
strong veto from anyone, a dissent, the case is denied. That is the
procedure.

If everyone agrees and it is just a normal case of spare parts for a
country in Western Europe, it will be approved. In the case of the
People’s Republic of China, we will get all the input from the various
agencies, put it together and then work with Mr. Holbrooke, Mr. Din-
neen, and Mr. Platt. They will go to the appropriate senior level.
Afterward the decision will be made and instructions will come back
to me.

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

Mr. Worrr. Well, the Department of Commerce has a role in tech-
nology transfer, do they not ?

Mr. RoeinsoN. Yes. The Department of Commerce has its own list.
If something is on the munitions list, the Department of State con-
trols it. If it is on the commerce list, Commerece controls it and works
with the Department of State. There is not an item that can be on both
lists, it is either on the munitions list or it is not.

Mr. Worrr. On the question of technology transfer, we tried des-
perately—some of us in the Congress—to pass that responsibility over
to you. Unfortunately, we were not very successful in that. We were
able to give you some degree of authority over that, but on an item
which is not on the munitions list, the bulk of the responsibility rests
with the Commerce Department. for granting the license. Am T correct
on that, or do you have a veto?

Mr. Dinneen. We have what essentially is a veto. I do recall the bill
which you cosponsored. The responsibility within the Defense Depart-
ment also rests within Dr. Perry’s office and my office for the review of
technology transfer. That would mean that those items which are
basically eivilian items but which might have identifiable military ap-
plications are included on the commodity control list; items over which
the United States has unilateral control. These approximately 40 items
are over and above that which is controlled by Cocom. When requests
for export of those items are brought to the Commerce Department,
they send them over to the Defense Department for our review. If we
have no objections, they are approved; if we object for national secu-
rity reasons, the item may not be approved unless the President over-
rules Defense.

DEVELOPING U.S. POLICY

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Holbrooke, I do not want to infer that I am
opposed to the idea of sale of military equipment to the People’s
Republic of China in the same fashion as we engage in sale of equip-
ment to any friendly country. The People’s Republic of China should
share in that opportunity.

I would just like to know. however, who initiated this idea of sales.
Was it initiated by us, or was it requested by the Chinese?
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Mr. Horerooxe. You mean where did the impetus for policy devel-
opment come from?

Mr. Worrr. Yes.

Mr. Housrooxr. T think it was a natural development in the course
of the postnormalization relations between the two countries.

Mr. Worrr. Well, even with a natural thing you have to have two
people get together, you know. [Laughter.]

Mr. Houerooke. The policy change was presented to the Chinese
as an American initiative during Secretary Brown’s trip on Janu-
ary 6, 7, and 8. Dr. Dinneen and I, and Mr. Platt, all participated
in the meetings which were held, some between Secretary Brown and
Geng Biao, the Vice Premier; some between Mr. Dinneen and his
Chinese counterpart, and some between myself and members of the
Foreign Ministry.

The Chinese at first were not entirely clear on the distinction be-
tween military equipment and military arms, a distinction which they
had not previously perceived. So, we spent some time talking to them
about that, and 1 think after those discussions they understood the
policy. Subsequently, we had discussions here in Washington which
Dr. Dinneen and Mr. Platt have conducted, and which the State
Department has participated in, in which we have been clarifying
and defining precisely what the policy initiative meant.

CONSIDERING CERTAIN AIRCRAFT

Mr. Worrr. T can understand the categories as you have outlined

them, but you say in category VIII in the Munitions Control News-
letter:

(a) certain aircraft, including helicopters, designed, modified or equipped for
the following purposes: liaison, cargo/personnel ecarrying, and lighter-than-air
aireraft; airborne equipment, excluding airborne refueling equipment, specifi-
cally designed for use with the aireraft and engines of the types deseribed in
paragraph (a), launching, arresting and recovery equipment for the articles
in paragraph (a) of this category; component parts, accessories, attachments,

and so on.

When you talk about “certain aircraft” you obviously have some
parameters that you consider. What are those parameters?

Mr. Horerooke. Mr. Chairman, I am glad you raise this question
because it gives me an opportunity to clarify a very important point,

These categories are the formal, designated categories of the over-
all, based on title 22, Code of Federal Regulations, part 121, sub-
chapter (m), the so-called TTAR list—international traffic in arms
list. These are standard categories, a very long list, and T think it
might be useful to submit for the record in your hearing not just
newsletter No. 81, but the full list so that people can see not only
what has been included, but what has been excluded.

Now, having said that, you asked a very critical question, what
does, for example, VITI(a) mean, certain aircraft, including helicop-
ters, designed, modified or equipped for the following purposes, et
cetera. The answer is, we have not yet made that determination. We
are not going to make it at, this point. This is a broader category than
we necessarily want to make available on a case-by-case basis. We will
decide that on the basis of, first of all, what the Chinese are inter-

66-437 0 - 81 - 2




12

ested in. Second, what we think is consistent with the general criteria
I have already laid out.

So, I want to stress that there may be things which fit into category
VIII, which are not necessarily going to be made available on a case-
by-case basis. That decision is yet to come. I can tell you in all hon-
esty that we have not addressed that decision yet, nor do we need to
at this point because the Chinese have not indicated yet any specific
requests which need to be approved or disapproved in the manner
which Mr. Robinson, Dr. Dinneen and I have already laid out. But,
we will deal with these problems as we move along and we will be
consulting Congress on their views on those issues.

Mr. Wovrr. %lat equipment that is sold, obviously, in several cate-
gories, will need some sort of education and training. Does that mean
that you are now making available or will make available American
personnel to be used for training purposes?

Mr. Howerookk. I do not preclude it. In other words, if it is an
appropriate part of a relationship in one of the sales areas, it is quite
%t;ssible that such a thing could take place. This would not be U.S.

vernment officials, necessarily. Most likely it would be personnel
from the industry making the produet, once it is approved.

CASH BALES

Mr. Worrr. Do you anticipate coming to us and asking for for-
eign military sales credits?

Mr. HorerooxkEe. No.

Mr. Wovrrr. These will be cash sales?

Mr. HoLBrooKE. Yes.

Mr. Worrr. All cash salesf

Mr. HoLerooxE. Yes,

Mr. Wovrr. If you decide that you are going to extend eredits, will
you come to the Congress because that will be a change of policy,
then?

Mr. Hovrsrooke. We do notplan to ask you for credits.

Mr. Worrr. If you decided upon extending credits, will you come
to the Congress and ask the Congress {

Mr. HoLerooxe. I think we would have to, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. \}’om. I do think you are supposed to. [ Laughter.]

Mr. Mica.

A CHANGE OF HEART

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

Welcome, again, Mr. Holbrooke and gentlemen. What is the rush?
I mean, we had 30 to 40 years of antagonistic relations with China,
about 35 years. We did not speak to them. We fought them in every
bend in the road in the United Nations. We tried to get certain policy
changes. We did not recognize them.

We just recognized them formally, opened the door a year ago Jan-
uary, or thereabouts, and now we are ready to list out that we are
prepared to sell them aircraft, training equipment, pilot trainers, flight
simulation devices, radar trainers, search radar systems communica-
tion.

I undersand the case-by-case basis, but the chairman asked a ques-
tion what brought it about—this still is a mystery to me, this quick, in a
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period of less than 12 months dealing with a nation that historically
has talked in terms of hundreds of years to change a policy. Is it the
current. situation?

Mr. Horsrooxke. I do not think we have rushed, Mr. Mica. The very
facts you cite, 30 years of noncommunication, of legal and bureau-
cratic obstacles; of psychological and historical inhibitions are what
we and the Chinese agreed to sweep away.

If the United States and the People’s Republic of China had had
relations over that period of time, what has been encapsulated in the
last 15 months—which has been a very important 15 months in the
development of both countries, the re.]ationsﬁlips with each other and,
in my view, the goal of strategic balance—would have been spread out
over a 20-year period. Had that happened, these issues would not
have arisen. If we proceeded with our relationships with China in
1979 and 1980 as though the year was 1959-60, it would be the end of
the century before we had anything remotely approaching a normal
relationship.

Hence, in the first 15 months of the United States-Chinese post-
normalization relations we have had three clear phases, and we have
moved very fast. But we have not moved faster than either side wanted,
or was in our national interests.

In the first place, we recognized each other. That was the act of
normalization, the establishment of relations, opening of embassies,
Senatorial confirmation of our Ambassador, the accreditation of
theirs, Deng Xiaoping’s trip.

In the second phase we tried to put our nondiplomatie, bilateral re-
lations on a normal basis, This has been in the area of the offer of
Eximbank loans which we are now working out; OPIC guarantees;
opening of consulates; the designation of China as a friendly nation
under article 607(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act, so it is eligible
for reimbursable assistance; a hydropower agreement; cultural
exchange, and so on.

The third phase began with Secretary Brown’s trip, and in that we
have tried to move beyond the bilateral relations into discussions of
broad, strategic issues of mutual interest.

Now, this particular issue which brings us together today is one
which really merges the second and third phases, part, in our view, of
anormal relationship between China and the United States.

U.8.-U.8.8.R. RELATIONS

Mr. Mica. Two points. Do we have a normal relationship with Rus-
sia right now, and will the fourth phase be selling arms?

Mr. Housroore. I think that our relationships with the Soviet
Union at this point are technically normal, and in political terms are
very strained. But I believe what we have done with the treatment of
China is part of the normal relationship of the United States and
China. You do not treat all 150 nations in the world identically when
you have normal relations with them. We take into account the
special circumstances of each nation.

There are many things we do with our allies, Japan or NATO, or
our close friends in ASEAN which we will not do with the People’s
Republic of China.
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Mr. Mica. Well, I still feel from your dissertation here, listing all
of the things that happened in the past months are phenomenal. Every-
thing that we have d%;e in 15 months is more than one would even
have dreamed about 15 months ago.

Mr. ‘HousrookE. I would like to interpret that as praise for our
policy, Mr. Mica. {

Mr. Mica. It might be. I mean, it is praise to a certain point. But it
comes back to the point that the chairman raised, it just seems in my
mind we are moving so quickly, and we have come to a recommenda-
tion here for selling what I consider to be questionable items to a
friend that we reale have not gotten to know yet, nor do we have
economic balances in place that could give us some kind of a founda-
tion to build from. When I say that, I am talking in terms of, it ap-
pears that our Government action is far outstripping our commercial
action.

I do not know how many new ventures are involved in China right
now on a sound footing, and what impact they have had on various
communities, and so on. But certainly, whatever it is, these initiatives
far exceed what could have been done in the private sector, and that
concerns me.

When you had this meeting, you said there were other agreements
that were made at this meeting. You alluded to a number of agree-
ments in a meeting that this came about. What agreements?

Mr. Horerook®. I am not sure I follow you, Mr. Mica.

Mr. Mica. Maybe T misunderstood you. When the chairman said,
“How did this come about?” You said that you participated in a
meeting and, “We came to certain ageements of issues to discuss,”
something along those lines. Were there other areas that have not
been mentioned, other than this list?

OTHER DECISIONS REACHED

Mr. Housrooke. There were two related, but separable decisions
that Secretary Brown conveyed to the Chinese during this trip, and
that is the reason why my colleague, Gerald Dinneen, was such an im-
portant part of the trip.

The first is the one we are here discussing. The second one related
to this technology in the U.S. context and the COCOM context where
we indicated to the Chinese our readiness to consider improvement
of the procedures by which technology exports to China are considered.
In neither case have the Chinese been put on a comparable basis with
our treaty allies or close friends in places like ASEAN.

Mr. Mrca. But the point of my question, to be specific, you came out
of a meeting, a specific meeting at some place at some time. or a series
of meetings, and vou have decided that here is a list of things that we
may sell the Chinese. '

Were there other agreements at that meeting, or during that meet-
ing, that are forthcoming?

Mr. Horerooke. In fact, Mr. Mica, perhaps we have a slight mis-

;mderstanding, when we saw the Chinese, we did not give them this
ist.

Mr. Mrica. T understand that.
Mr. Horerooke. We had to come back and develop it.
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Mr. Mica. But you agreed to come back and develop it; is that
correct ¢

Mr. Horerooke. We told them that we were now prepared, in gen-
eral, to make a distinction between military weapons and military
support equipment, a distinction which we discussed with them until
there was a mutual understanding of what was entailed.

At that point, we left China and they said, “Well, what does it
mean, what are you actually going to seil us; and what are you not
going to sell us?” We said, “We are not ready to discuss that with you,
we just want to tell you about the distinction.” They said, “OK, we
understand that. That is very interesting. We like that very much.
Please, tell us what you mean by it.”

We came back to Washington, had the round of consultations in
Washington; made public the change in policy before Munitions
Control Newsletter No. 81 was published. At that point, we had not
yet begun to develop the newsletter statement. A fter we made public
the change in policy, we then sat down and worked out the exact
details of what would and would not be on the newsletter list.

CHANGE WITHOUT CONSULTATION

Mr. Mica. All right. That, I think, is the whole point of this
hearing. I believe—at least for this member of the committee—I read
about the change in policy in the newspaper, I do not know about
the chairman, maybe he was consulted.

Mr. Worrr. I want to make it eminently clear that I was not.

Mr. Mica. There was a change of policy, T knew nothing about it.

This committee knew nothing about it. There was a meeting where
this emanated from. I am just wondering if there will be other
points that will come from this meeting, or other changes in policy,
and this committee will read about it in the paper.,

I interpret the duty of this committee to have some input in this
policy—rightly. Is this the forerunner of some new announcement

Mr. Horrrookk. No, it is not. We are not going to issue a second
Munitions Control Newsletter with new criteria, if that is what you
mean,

Mr. Mica. Well, you have been very specific there. How about
others, technology, for instance?

Mr. Horerooxe. Technology, we have already consulted with you
on, that change in our relationships to the COCOM procedures and
China’s role, and also a parallel which Mr. Dinneen can address more
specifically than 1. The Soviet Union’s and our changes are a matter
of considerable consultation.

NO OTHER ANNOUNCEMENTS

Mr. Mica. Let me just try it from another angle here, maybe I am
misinterpreting your specificity. Is there something you can tell this
committee in closed session that you cannot tell us now?

Mr. Horerooke. On this issue?

Mr. Mica. On any forthcoming announcement.

Mr. Horerooke. No; there is not. There is no forthcoming announce-
ment I am aware of in regard to United States-Chinese relations. On
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the contrary, if you read the speech I gave last week on T.S. policy
toward East Asia, you will note that, having listed this tremendous
number of actions that took place in the %ast 13 months, I very
specifically and deliberately said that we envisage the pace of move-
ment in Sino-American relations to slow down gradually to a more
normal pace. I listed only four items that T wanted to see rapid
progress on, those were a maritime agreement; a textile agreement,
which is the hardest, for political reasons; a civil aviation agree-
ment—and on that. I am delighted to say that negotiations will begin
in Peking on April 15—and a treaty on consular affairs, Those are
the only four items I specified.

SOVIET UNION MOVEMENT

Mr. Worrr. Would you yield for just a moment ?

Mr. Mrca. Certainly.

Mr. Worrr. On this meeting that was held, did you expect anything
from the Chinese Government whatsoever in the way of military
commitments, in return for the sale?

Mr. Hosrooxe. We did not ask for any because we were talking
about a general proposition and not asking for a specific quid pro quo.

Mr. Wovrrr. Did this change of policy occur as a result of any move-
ment by the Soviet Union ?

Mr. HoLerooke. I think there was a clear relationship between the
two.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

CONCERN FOR POLICY

Mr. Mica. Mr. Chairman, that concludes my comments or questions
at this point, although I would like to say, I probably have a little
bit more concern than fyou have expressed with regard to moving so

f&:lickly, and not out of any knowledge that there is a problem with
this. I have none whatsoever, I do not claim to have knowledge of any
problems or concerns that would arise from this. But T have looked
at the world situation in my own limited way and see what we have
built by way of trucks in the Russian system, and those same trucks are
now being utilized in the invasion of Afghanistan. We did ask, ap-
parently, no quid pro quo.

As we look around the world, it just seems to me that we need to
focus a sharper eye on every one of these—and I do not mean that
improperly—but I feel my duty is to question all of these sales.

Mr. Horsrooke. Mr. Mica, I want to stress that we have not reached
any sales decisions yet. So, it would be inappropriate to ask for quid
pro quos. I think you are prejudging an issue on which we have not
even had discussions.

Mr. Mica. What happens here, once the sale is announced, then
they come to the Congress. That is what always happens. “The sale
is announced, our Nation has made a commitment. You must follow
through with our commitment.” So, we get it either way.

So, I think, before we ever get down to these points we really
ought to be careful. T had thought, when this first came out, about
introducing some type of legislation for a 1-year moratorium on all
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actions that would provide sales or actions of this type. I do not
know the ramifications of such legislation. T know they could be
difficult if indeed something like that passed. But, T would hate for
others that follow me to say what T have said about those who pro-
ceeded me, that we may not have taken enough care and caution on
a lot of these types of weapons. Tt has happened to this Nation, we
have allowed our own goods and commodities to be used in a way
that has hurt a lot of people.

Mr. HovLerooxe. Mr. Mica, T want to assure you that we share these
sentiments. We are not going to make available to the Chinese, even
if they fall inside these categories, items which we think are adverse
to our security or that of our friends, or to stability in the region.
We have not given away any options by doing this. If we had not
done this, we would have precluded the possibility of such exports.

Now, unless one believes that the fundamental decision was wrong—
and T recognize that on this honest people can differ, but we believe
this was the correct decision taken at the correct time, in the most
efficient and policy-helpful sense—then it was the right thing to do.
It removed a constraint which was no longer in our interest to main-
tain. Tt did not put us in a position where we had to do anything we
did not want to do. T want to stress that.

While T recognize your point about the trucks to the Soviet Union,
I think the situation is significantly different in every respect.

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

EFFECT ON SOVIET UNION

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Secretary, you answered my question whether this
was influenced by any movement by the Soviet Union, or in some other
fashion, by events that transpired prior to the decision being made.

What effect would you say the change in policy like this—this is a
very basic policy change—would have on the Soviet Union? I have
no preference for either side in this conflict, except I think I tilt heav-
ily toward the Chinese under the circumstances—that is a phrase you
have used in the State Department before.

Mr. HoLerookE. Mr. Chairman, as far as the effect on the Soviet
Union goes, T do not profess to be an expert on the Soviet Union or
its policies.

Mr. Worrr. Was it intended to have an effect upon them ?

Mr. HoLerookE. It was intended to strengthen the strategic position
and advance the policies of the United States at a moment when we
are facing a new challenge in an unstable part of the world, in South-
west Asia, and when we are facing questions about Soviet efforts to
support the Vietnamese and build up their own installations along
the Vietnamese coast.

SYMBOLIC OR MEANINGFUL

Mr. Worrr. What I am getting at, Mr. Holbrooke, is this intended
as a symbolic gesture, or really, does this {)rovide the Chinese with
increased capability of a meaningful nature

Mr. Hovsrookk. I leave other people to draw the symbolism, T am
not very good at symbolism. I think that over time we believe this will
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contribute to a strong, secure, friendly China which in turn will be
contributory to stability in East Asia.

Mr. Worrr. Well, will it increase—and I would like to have Mr.
Dinneen’s or someone else’'s view on this—the defense capability of
the Chinese?

Mr. DinneeN. Mr. Chairman, I will repeat again what Secretary
Holbrooke has said, we have not, of course, made any decisions on
the munitions control list items. Before I answer that question, I
would like to take just a moment to go back to remind you that dur-
ing the past 15 months there has been a great deal of commercial
pressure—Mr. Mica raised that point—on what we referred to earlier
as dual use technology, civilian technology, which could in fact have
military applications.

All of those sales which will have been approved, have been ap-
proved with constraints on the end use. In fact, one of the major
purposes of our visit was to explain the distinction between the dual
use technology and this military support equipment.

The categories of equipment that we talked about here, as I indi-
cated earlier, can range in technology from very simple things to very
complex things, and each of those would be reviewed on a case-by-
case basis.

It is clear, I think, to everyone that the Chinese military capabilities
are well behind ours and well behind the Soviet Union’s. So, even the
acquisition of support equipment, such as trucks, as we discussed
earlier, or communications, will help them to achieve a more stable
and secure China. In that case, it is in our national interest.

SALE OF HARDWARE

Mr. Wourr. I have one more question before I yield to Mr. Solarz,
and that is: The equipment that you have in category IX specifically,
training equipment oriented for pilot training, flight simulation de-
vices, operational flight trainers, flight simulators and the like, does
not this lead to the sale of hardware ?

Mr. HorLsrooke. Once again, Mr. Chairman, category IX involves
an internal range. Take flight simulators, for example; those can be
flight simulators for all types of aircraft, civilian, miiit.arv, attack,
strategic. There is a wide range of options involved here. So, there-
fore, decisions will have to be made internally within category IX
if interest is shown by the People’s Republie.

Second, some of these seem to imply technical training, and some
do not. So, again I would stress that category IX is undoubtedly
broader in theory than it would be in actual application under the
situation.

Mr, Wovrrr. Mr. Solarz.
CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATION OF POLICY

Mr. Sovrarz. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I want to try to get a better understanding, if I
can, of the conceptual foundation of this policy. Would you let us
know why you believe it is in our national interest to sell military
equipment to the People’s Republic, but not military weapons?
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Mr. Horerooke. We believe that helping the Chinese develop the
ability to modernize their defensive establishment in certain selected
areas of a nonoffensive nature, primarily, is in the mutual interest of
the United States and China and furthers stability in the region.
For example, Mr. Solarz, let us take the example of over-the-horizon
radar, an example which Secretary Dinneen was specifically authorized
and instructed to use as an illustrative one with the Chinese. Over-the-
horizon radar hardly threatens any of China’s neighbors, but it does
improve China’s ability, if they desire—and they have not so indicated,
I want to stress that—but it would improve the Chinese ability to
protect itself. That, we think, is in the interest of stability of the region
and of the United States.

Mr. Sorarz. Well, there are all sorts of defensive military equip-
ment which could be primarily utilized for the defense of China, which
by your own logic would also contribute to the stability of the region.

If our purpose here is to contribute to regional stability by giving
China the capacity not to wage war against other nations but just to
defend itself against attacks from other nations, why not include in
the list of permissible items, essentially defensive weapons?

Mr. Horerooke. Once you cross the line between equipment and
weapons, then the next subdivision, between offensive and defensive
weapons, is a pretty thin one. T know that for 50 years in Geneva and
elsewhere the international arms control community has tried to define
the difference. But, when you get right down to it, it is a very tough
line to define. We felt that moving into that area would have negative
consequences of a larger sort, beyond the United States-Chinese rela-
tions.

Mr. Sor.arz. What would they be?

ASTAN CONCERN

Mr. Horerooxe. I think they would raise serious concern in very
many other nations in the world. For example, in the discussions that
many of the people who are here with me today, and I have had recently
with American Ambassadors and envoys in Asia, we have found very
widespread feelings that the other countries of Asia would be very
concerned if that particular line you are now alluding to were crossed.

I stress that because I think many people think that the only possible
answer to your question is that it would upset the Soviet Union. But
} think it 1s very important to recognize that there is another reason

or it.

Mr. Sorarz. Which Asian countries would be upset by the decision
to sell defensive military weapons to China ?

Mr. Hoverooxk. I think it would be inappropriate for me, Mr. Solarz,
to be more specific on that in a public session, but T would be pleased
to discuss with you at length, privately, the views of all our Ambas-
sadors in the region as to the impact of this.

Mr. Sorarz. Did any Asian countries express concern over the deci-
sion to sell militarv equipment to the People’s Republic?

Mr. Horerooke. They did not.

: Mr. Sorarz. So, in your judgment none of them are concerned about
that.
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Mr. Houerooke. There is acceptance and understanding of the policy
that we have been discussing today.

Mr. SoLarz. On the part of all of the Asian countries?

Mr. HouBrooke. On the part of all of the Asian countries with
whom we have good relations.

Mr. Sorarz. What about Taiwan ?

Mr. Hovsrooxe. The authorities in Taiwan have indicated that they
are not pleased with the decision. I might point out that there is noth-
ing we have done with the People’s Republic of China that has pleased
Taiwan in the last 15 months.

Mr. Sonarz. Do we have good relations with Taiwan ¢

Mr. Horerooke. We do not have relations with Taiwan.

Mr. Sorarz, Well, we have economic relations with Taiwan.

. Mr. Housrooke. We do not have government-to-government rela-
tions.

Mr. Sorarz. The Japanese expressed no objection or concern ?

Mr. Horsrookk. Secretary Brown flew from Shanghai to Tokyo, saw
the Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, discussed it with them.
There has never been a negative word from Tokyo.

Mr. Sorarz. What about South Korea ?

Mr. Horerooke. I then flew to South Korea from Tokyo and talked
to President Choi and other officials; the same reaction. In that case
even more significant, given the long history of concern in Seoul to-
ward China.

Mr. Sorarz. Thailand ?

Mr. Horerooxe. No problem, on the contrary. I have visited all five
ASEAN countries, spoken to the leaders of all five. The Prime Min-
ister of Australia and the Deputy Prime Minister of New Zealand
have been here, we have had direct discussions with all of them.

MILITARY WEAPONS

Mr. Sorarz. Now, in those discussions, did you raise the question of
how they feel about the sale of military weapons, as distinguished
from military equipment ?

Mr. Hoverooke. It invariably came up, whether we raised it or they
raised it.

Mr. Sovarz. Well, without naming the countries—which you seem
unwilling to do in public session—can you indicate to us what was the
nature of the concern which was expressed ?

5 Ilhir. Horsrooke. I think it varies from country to country, Mr.
olarz.

Mr. Sorarz. In other words, it was more than one country that ex-
pressed concern ?

Mr. Hovsrooxe. I think it was a very widespread feeling on the part
of other countries in the region, but it would be highly inappropriate
for me to specify individual views.

Mr. Sorarz. 1 will not ask you to do that in publie session. But, could
you characterize in general terms the nature of the concerns that were
expressed about the sale of military weapons to China, without identi-
fying the countries?

Mr. Horerooke. I think that individual countries approach the
issue differently, based on historic, geographic, and strategic relation-
ships with China.
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ABIA’S OBJECTIONS

Mr. Sorarz. Give us a sample of some of the objections or concerns.

Mr. HoLsrookE. Some countries are concerned that China might
be able to transfer military equipment to other countries and cause ad-
ditional pressure on them. Some countries have a more general con-
cern. Some countries, to the extent that countries have been engaged in
the past in direct problems with China, those countries would also
have expressed a special concern.

Mr. Worrr. We will have to recess for a vote. We will be back with-
in 5 or 7 minutes.

[ Whereupon, a recess was taken. ]

Mr. Worrr. The subcommittee will resume.

Mr. Solarz.

Mr. Sovarz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, you had indicated before the recess that there were
a number of unspecified Asian countries that expressed concerns about
the sale of military weapons to China, but which raised, presumably,
no objections to the sale of military equipment.

Did these countries support the sale o military equipment to China?
I mean, did they think that it would serve useful purposes and create
a more stable situation, or were they simply refraining from raising
objection ?

]Alr. Horerooxk. I think there is a range from those who actively
supported it to those who showed no objections and indicated that
they saw no problem with it. Nobody opposed the decision when we
consulted.

Mr. Sorarz. Which countries supported it ?

Mr. Housrooke. Again, Mr. Solarz, I would prefer to reserve for
executive session the detailed statements of how individual countries
reacted. It was not a series of formal consultations in which they took
formal positions; but it was stressed that there was no opposition to
the policy, and widespread understanding of it.

NATIONAL INTEREST

Mr. Sorarz. Now, if selling military weapons to China would be
a source of real concern to our Asian allies, and if resumably we be-
lieved that the sale of military weapons to China at this time would not
be in our national interest, will you try to explain once again why you
believe it is in our national interest to sell them military equipment,
as distinguished from military weapons? Why does this create more
stable conditions in the region ¢

In what specific ways is it in our national interest to sell them
the kind of military equipment that is listed here ?

Mr. HoLerooke. Let me go back to a sentence which has become al-
most & cliche, a statement about United States-Chinese relations, by
now—a stable, secure, friendly China is in our view in the interest
of stability in the region and the world, and in American interests.

I would also refer you to the Vice President’s speech at Pekin
University in August of last year, where he amplified that. In the
circumstances that prevailed in December and January, this action
that we are discussing today seemed to be an appropriate step in the
relationship,
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Mr. Sorarz. Have the Chinese, ﬁ)rior to our making this decision,
expressed an interest in being able to obtain military equipment?

Mr. Horerooxe. They have not made the distinetion between equip-
ment and weapons that we made during the trip.

NO BPECIFIC REQUESTS

hMI;. Sorarz. They had expressed their interest in weapons as well,
then?

Mr. Horerooke. They did not specifically ask for weapons from us
because we have stated publicly repeatedly that we did not intend to
sell weapons.

Mr. Sorarz. Well, if they did not make a distinction between equip-
ment and weapons, and they did not ask for weapons, that means they
did not ask for equipment, either.

Mr. Horerooxe. That is correct. But we knew from their discussions
with the Europeans that they were interested in modernizing their
defense establishment with outside assistance.

Mr. Sorarz. Do we have any projections as to how much equipment
we expect them to buy in the next year or sof?

Mr. Horerooxe. We have no idea at all. T would like to say that my
guess is, it is going to be much less than most people in this room now
think it will be.

Mr. Sorarz. Is there any military equipment which they might want
to get from us which they ecannot get from other countries in compara-
ble amounts or quality ?

Mr. Dixneen. I think that most of the equipment that we may con-
sider on a case-by-case basis on this munitions control list probably
could be acquired from other countries. I think our equipment is su-
perior in most cases; it probably is more reliable and we have a much
more well-developed base.

Mr. Sorarz. Are there any other countries to whom this distinction
between our willingness to sell military equipment but not military
weapons is applicable, in terms of our arms control policy ¢

Mr. Horerooxk. I would defer to Mr. Robinson.

Mr. Roeinson. I would say not with this precision.

Mr. Sorarz. What kind of precision ?

Mr. Roeinson. Well, as foreign policy interests change, we change
what we want to supply and what we do not. But we do not have any
list, specified for any country.

UNITED STATES BALES TO COMMUNIST COUNTRIES

Mr, Sorarz. Let us look at some of the Communist countries. Are
there any Communist countries in Eastern Europe or elsewhere in the
world to whom we sell weapons?

Mr. Rosinsox. No, sir.

Mr. Sor.arz. What about Yugoslavia?

Mr. RoBinsoN. Yes.

Mr. Sorarz. So, the “no” is the “yes” and the “yes” is the “no”?

Mr. Ropinson. Well, we sell to Yugoslavia, but we do not sell to
Romania, Bulgaria, and so forth.

Mr. Sorarz. We do sell weapons to Yugoslavia?

Mr. Roeinson. That is correct.
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Mr. Sorarz. And Yugoslavia is a Communist country.

Mr. Ropinson. Yes,

Mtr. 5‘301..»\112. There is no other Communist country that we sell weap-
onsto?

Mr. Rosinson. No, sir.

Mr. Sorarz. Are there any Communist countries that have asked us
for weapons, besides Yugoslavia ?

Mr. Rosinson. I cannot speak for the countries themselves. United
States industry applicants have made applications on their behalf, and
we have told them, no.

Mr. Sorarz. Are there any Communist countries to whom we sell
military equipment that does not reach the definition of “weapons”?

M'r. Ropinson. Not munitions list items.

Mr. Sorarz. East Germany ?

Mr. Rosixson. No.

Mr. Sorarz. No other Communist country ?

Mr. Roeinson. No.

Mr. Sorarz. So, this is the only Communist country to whom we
are selling military equipment, other than Yugoslavia.

Mr. Rosinson. That is correct.

Mr. Sorarz. Now, why do we make this distinction for China and
not, say, for Romania?

M. Horsrooxe. I think the circumstances of the relationship are
significantly different.

Mr. SoLarz. In what way? China is a country of 1 billion, Romania
is a small country. Romania is in Eastern Europe, and China is in
Asia. [ Laughter.]

I mean, surely, Mr. Secretary, you can do better than that, other-
wise you would be here and I would be there.

Mr. Hoverooxke. I thought, Mr. Solarz, you were going to answer the
question. T was just going to wait. [ Laughter. ]

JUSTIFYING DECISION

Mr. Sorarz. Seriously, what is it about China that justifies the de-
cision to give them military equipment ?

Mr. Howsrooke. The relationship between the two countries, the
United States and Romania and the United States and China is sig-
nificantly different. Second, the Chinese relationship with the Soviet
Union and the Romanian relationship with the Soviet Union—
although they are both neighbors—is significantly different.

But I must say very frankly, that since I have nothing to do with
United States-Romanian policy and never in my life have worked
on it, T am not the appropriate person to ask for a comparison. I can
speak to United States-Chinese policy and relations. J

Mr. Sorarz. What opinion, if any, did India express about this

olicy ?
= ME Horerooke. Onee again, Mr. Solarz, I would prefer not to go
into specifics, but T would say that this was discussed extensively dur-
ing Mr. Clifford’s trip to New Delhi. }

Mr. Sorarz. Do you believe that this has resulted in an Improve-
ment in American-Chinese relations? :

Mr. HoLerooxk. This policy decision ?
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Mr. Sorarz. I mean, what was the reaction of the Chinese?

Mr. Horerooke. I would rather answer you by talking about the
effect of Secretary Brown’s trip, of which t.ﬁis was one of about four
or five major items, if that is all right with you.

I believe that the effect of Secretary Brown’s trip was that the
Chinese and the United States mutually understand that we have en-
tered into a new, what I called earlier in response to Mr. Mica, third
phase of our relationship, where we can have broad discussions of is-
sues of mutual concern. I think this was an important part of that
development.

Mr. Sorarz. Has this new decision and policy created any expecta-
tions on the part of Peking that we might soon be willing to sell them
weapons as well as equipment ?

Mr. HorLerookE. There is no reason for them to draw that conclu-
sion. There is nothing that we have said to them that would lead them
to conclude that we are going to cross that bridge.

U.8.8.R. RESPONSE

Mr. Sorarz. I believe the chairman asked you, but I have to con-
fess, I do not recall the answer, what the specific reaction of the Rus-
sians was to this decision. Have they registered any complaints?

Mr. Horerooke. The Soviet Union has treated the decision in the
context of their basic attitude toward Sino-American relations, which
is extreme concern and annoyance at the improving relations.

Mr. Sorarz. Well, did they say anything specifically about this
decision {

Mr. HorBrookE. I am not aware of any specifics that they have
communicated, but T want to stress that T am not necessarily privy
to all communications at the highest level between our two countries.

Mr. Sorarz. Finally, have we ever sold military equipment listed
on Newsletter 81 to the Soviet Union?

Mr. Horsrooke. No.

Mr. Sorarz. Thank you very much.

PAST SALES TO PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. Worrr. Thank you, Mr. Solarz.

I wonder if Mr. Dinneen, Mr. Robinson, or Mr. Platt, can tell me
about any equipment that we have sold to the Chinese in the past;
components or the like. Have we sold any equipment to the Chinese
prior to this time in the way of either equipment itself, or compo-
nents, that appear on this list?

Mr. RosinsoN. We have not sold them anything that appears on
this list. The only munitions list items that have been sold to the
People’s Republic of China are inertial navigation systems for the
commercial Boeing 707; those were the only items that have ever
been sold.

Mr. Worrr. Do you all agree?

Mr. Dinneen. That is correct.

Mr. Worrr. Now, on items that are not on the munitions list,
high technology items, I take it that we have sold them, electronic
chips; have we not ?
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Mr. DinneeN. I believe there have been sales of some electronic
chips, commercially available chips, modest-size chips.

Mr. Worrr. Would you be involljved at all in this, 1n the event that
they went for more advanced chips?

Mr. DinNeen. Yes; they would come to the Department. The
request, which is a commercial item, would go to the Commerce
Department. It would then come to the Department of Defense for
review. If it were part of a piece of military equipment or support
equipment, would go to the State Department and then to the Depart-
ment of Defense. %:('J, we would be 1n the review process.

SELLING COMPUTER WARES

Mr. Worrr. Now, what about computers?

Mr. DinneeN. The same thing holds true for computers.

Mr. Worrr. Do you happen to know what the highest-speed com-
puter is that the Chinese have today?

Mr. DinnNEEN. I could not give you the specific number. But they
have purchased some relatively modern computers.

Mr. Worrr. They have attempted to purchase a high-speed com-
puter from us and, I believe, it was turned down, some time ago.

Mr. Hovrerooxe. They wanted the 174, which was turned down.
They have a 172 from Control Data Corp.

Mr. Worrr. We were told when we were in China in January that
they no longer wanted the 174, they had advanced their own tech-
nology to a point where they wanted a million-bit or a billion-bit
computer. I do not know the difference,

Mr, DixNeEN, Probably a million bits, I would think. A billion
bits is a little beyond us.

Mr. Housrooke. Mr. Chairman, we should start by understandin
the very basic fact that the Chinese, understandably, want state o
the art, or as close to state of the art as possible in any field of
technology, and above all in this field, which is the single most
important.

SECOND CHINESE LESSON

Mr. Worrr. What would be the effect, Mr. Holbrooke, of a second
“Chinese lesson” on this type of a sale?

Mr. Housrooke. Well, that is an impossible question for me to
answer, it involves too many hypotheses strung together. For example,
we do not see such a lesson—and I assume you are referring to the
lesson the Chinese attempted to teach the Vietnamese.

Mr. Worrr. You know that I am not at the moment enamored of
the Vietnamese or their policies on a number of things; but by the
same token, we have taken a position against the Russians based upon
their invasion of Afghanistan. It is a violation of the territorial
integrity of another nation.

Now, what would happen—and we have heard about the “second
lesson”—what is the procedure for the United States in the event
of a second invasion of Vietnam? Would we hold the same position
with them as we hold with the Russians?
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Mr. Horsrooke. Well, T think there are two different questions
here. We have stated that we have opposed the first lesson, the first
Chinese attack on the Vietnamese; we did so privately and publicly
before and after the event. We have stated that we do not believe a
“second lesson,” as you termed it, would be a contribution to stability
in the region, and we have also stated that we would oppose it.

However, the linkage that you are now talking about is one that
I simply cannot make. There are many different scenarios which
could lead to another direct confrontation by arms between China
and Vietnam. Without knowing the direct circumstances, I cannot
predict the exact U.S. response, and I think it would be inappropriate.

But I would like to add one thing, Mr. Chairman, since you have
raised an important issue: We do not see any evidence that such an
event is imminent.

PHASES OF POLICY

Mr. Wovrr. You talked about that we entered the third phase. Do
we have any idea how many phases there are?

Mr. Housrooxe. Well, the third phase, as we publicly defined it re-
peatedly, is the relationship in the 1980’. This is a relationship in the
1980’s in which we hope that the United States and China will find
an increasing number of commonly held objectives, and we will be able
to move forward toward those objectives.

Mr, Wovrrr. Is there a fourth phase, other than you have outlined
already ¢

Mr. Horerooxke. Not in our own thinking at this time. It is the his-
torians who resurrect and redefine the phases later.

Mr. Worrr. But you are not a historian by nature, I mean, after all,
you are an “architect of policy.”

Mr. Horerooke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Dr. Dinneen is the en-
gineer, Dr. Brzezinski is the architect.

Mr. Worrr. I thought you were the engineer and he was the master-
mind. [Laughter.]

CHINA’S FUTURE ROLE

Mr. HoLerookE. The phases that I have delineated, are self-evident
from the process that we have been undertaking. The third phase is
a speculative phase. Maybe a few years from now we will look back
and say, “Welﬁ we never really developed that third phase into a Sino-
American dialog which was meaningful ;” or maybe we will look back
and say, “Yes, indeed, Secretary Brown’s trip, following the Vice
President’s trip did begin a process of a dialog between the United
States and China beyond our bilateral relations which really made a
difference and contributed to world stability.” T cannot say. All I can
say is, the first phase is defined and over; the second phase is defined
and 90 percent over—I have listed the four things that remain, mari-
time, civil aviation, textiles and consular—and that really is it in the
second phase. The third phase is really the beginning of a testing
of what China’s role in the world will be, and what impact this will
have on U.S. policy.

‘We have asserted a broad hope for what China’s role in the world
will be in the decade that began, quite symbolically, in the first week
of the decade with Secretary Brown’s visit. Only time will tell. We
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are optimistic about it on the basis of Secretary Brown’s trip and the
followup trip to Washington week before last, in which you and
your committee played an important role, of the Chinese Vice Forei
Minister. We will be continuing the kinds of exchanges which his trip
began, by formal agreement with the Chinese. The next trip we plan
is the Director of Politico-Military Affairs, Reg Bartholomew, who
will go to China in May. Then, sometime in the middle of the year
Secretary Brown will host a return visit here by Vice Premier Geng
Biao, and there will be additional trips back and forth between China
and Washington, some at the highest levels like the trips between See-
retary Brown and Geng Biao; some at subcabinet levels like the tri
by Reg Bartholomew. That process, I believe, will have its effect.
of us have part-iciﬁ)ated in Vice Premier Deng’s trip, on both sides, and
recognized that the level of exchange of views—and I assume that
was also evident to you and your colleagues—was significantly im-
proved over the previous dialog. It was more candid. There were less
set-pace statements on both sides, we are beginning to know each
other. \

MUTUAL VALUE

These discussions have a tremendous mutual value. I am talking
here not just about discussions on bilateral relations, but discussions
about Afghanistan; the general crisis in Southwest Asia, and Euro-
pean, East Asian, and A frican and Middle Eastern issues.

COMMON DEFENSE

Mr. Worrr. One aspect of this, Mr. Secretary—and again, I hope
I am not misinterpreted, but one aspect of this troubles me, which is
the fact that in a change of policy such as this, we do not have any
assurances in the other areas. Can you tell us about any assurances
that we may have in the way of common defense of places like Pakis-
tan, the situation in Afghanistan? I know that is not part of your
particular bureau, but by the same token, in talking with the Chinese,
uite obviously the discusion did come up as to their response to the
oviet intrusion into Afghanistan and the possible intrusion into
Pakistan. Did you receive any assurances, other than the idea of
materiel in the way of support from the Chinese, Mr. Platt?
Mr. Horerooke. We did not seek assurances, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Worrr. Mr, Holbrooke, I asked the question of Mr. Platt. It
was indicated that Mr. Platt could answer the question.
Mr. HorLBrookE. I am sorry, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Prarr.! Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We did not seek any particu-
lar assurances on these scores, nor did we receive any. -
Mr. Worrr. Is there a reason why we did not seek assurances? A fter
all, if we are engaged in a common defense of an ally and a friend,
Afghanistan, would not it be logical to say to the Chinese, “Well, what
are you prepared to do?” I know that we as a committee could not get
any real answers, but we as a committee asked. Would it not be a
logical assumption to believe that you or your people would ask, “What
would happen if the Russians invaded Pakistan; what are you pre-

! Nicholas Platt, Deputy Assilstant Secretary of Defense for East Asla and the Paclfie.
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pared to do?” What are the Chinese prepared to do, or was that a
question that you folks did not ask ?

FRIENDS NOT ALLIES

Mr. Horerooke. The Chinese, Mr. Chairman, the Chinese and the
United States are not allies, they are friends. We are not in an alliance
relationship with them.

But we have discussed these questions with them, and they have
made the same kind of general statement to us that they made to you.
We have not pressed them for assurances on Pakistan Y)ecause that is
an issue between the Pakistanis and the Chinese.

Mr. Worrr. But you have been pressing—you and the Defense
Department—have been pressing the United States and the Congress,
up until recently, for assistance to Pakistan. Now, you have asked
for this because we feel there is a serious threat. Now, if there is a
serious threat, then you also speak not only to allies, but to friends
saying, “What are you going to do about this?”

Mr. Horerooke. That is correct, and I consider that part of the
discussion among the most important that we have had with the
Chinese.

Mr. Worrr. And do you feel confident that they will respond in a
fashion that will be of material consequence ?

Mr. Horsrooke. I think the record shows very clearly that Pakistan
has received more aid from China than any other source over the last
5 years, by a very large margin.

ASSISTING PAKISTAN

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Secretary—and I do not mean to take the time of
Mr. Guyer, Mr. Guyer can have all the time that he desires—but this
is a serious question that I have. The point being, so far as Pakistan
is concerned, that Pakistan certainly cannot contain a major thrust
of the Russians just with materiel, they need manpower. We, accord-
ing to our informal agreements with Pakistan, have said that we would
in some fashion furnish the manpower that would be necessary to con-
tain a Soviet thrust.

Why is it not conceivable for us to ask the Chinese, “Are you going
to supply manpower, or are you just going to give them materiel 27

Mr. Horsrooke. We have discussed these matters in various degrees
of specificity with the Chinese, Mr. Chairman. I do not think it would
be appropriate to go beyond the general statements Mr. Platt and I
have already made.

Mr. Worrr. Can you supply that for us in a classified fashion?

Mr. Horerooxke. I will be happy to discuss it further with you in a
descriptive form, the exact exchange between our two governments
on this issue over the past months. I want to stress to you, we not only
understand the importance of your question, but we share your inter-
ests and concerns here. I believe the C%inese do, too.

MUTUAL UNDERSTANDING

I want to stress again that when I talked about this third phase I
stressed that it began with Secretary Brown’s trip—that was only 12
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weeks ago. That is a very short time in the history of a relationship
which has had the tortured past that the Chinese-American one has.
I have talked about future trips. We have every reason to believe that
each of these exchanges—our trips to China, their trips here—are re-
sulting in a greater de of mutual understanding on both sides.
That mutual understanding, that is not just rhetoric, that leads di-
rectly to greater effectiveness in such specified areas as the one you
have mentioned.
KOREA

Mr. Worrr. In my final question I am going to depart a little bit
from this because of recent events in Korea. Was there any discussion
with the Chinese relative to Korea ?

Mr. Prart. Normally, we have talked about Korea whenever we had
global consultations, or consultations on the Asian scene with the Chi-
nese. In the course of the Brown trip, the subject did come up. Are
you more interested in the recent context, or just the Brown trip itself?

Mr. Worrr. I am interested in the overall situation. There have been
a number of recent intrusions, I believe, by the North Koreans, which
seemed to be contrary to what we as a committee were told when we
were in China. Then they said they felt the North Koreans were not
attempting to take advantage of the political situation in South Korea.

Mr. Prarr. This is a subject I would be pleased to brief you on in
closed session,

Mr. Wovrrr. Thank you. Mr. Guyer?

Mr. Horsrooke. May I just say, Mr. Chairman and Mr. Guyer, on
the question about Korean actions, I would urge you to avail yourself
of Mr. Platt’s offer since it is an interesting issue. But I would like to
%air in public that we considered, and stil% consider, the north-south
talks that began since you were last in the region, as a potentiall
promising event. We find the incidents in the DMZ inconsistent with
an interpretation of those talks as a sincere effort by the North Koreans,

BURDEN ON NORTH KOREA

So, it is our view that the burden is res.llﬂ on the North Koreans,

after these four incidents, to demonstrate their sincerity. I want to
stress that point. We find it hard to reconcile these incidents with the
interpretation of the efforts as sincere. On the other hand, the situa-
tion 1s significantly different in Northeast Asia today than it has been
in the past, and we do not want to preclude the possibility that there
is something meaningful here. So, we will Watcﬁ the next few days
and weeks with particular attention in both the Defense Department
and the State Department.
Mr. Worrr. Thank you. Mr. Guyer?

PURCHASING ELSEWHERE

Mr. Guyer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, I have no pointed questions. I was looking over the
categories. I do see many items which some years ago were almost con-
comitant with some of the items we were selling to the Soviet Union,




30

to start with; and then they progressed to more highly technical items
which later became conversionary.

I do not suppose any of these items, particularly since they are be-
neath the sophisticated level of computers, are lethally inspired.

I am curious, No. 1, could the Chinese buy most of these things some-
where else?

Mr. HoLerookE. Mr. Guyer, first let me stress that there is nothing
on this list we have ever sold the Soviet Union.

Mr. Guyer. Perhaps not, but we led up to some items which now are
being very highly objected to, as you know.

r. HoLrooxe. That is the important distinction between dual-
use technology, such as a computer which could be used either for anti-
submarine warfare or for seismic exploration.

Mr. Guyer. Well, innocent things like television sets are now being
used in airplanes and submarines.

Mr. Horerooke. That is another example of dual use, but the items
on this list are not really dual use. You could find civilian uses for
some of these things, but you will note, for example the first item,
category VII, frucks, trailers, hoists and skids specificall designed
for carrying and handling the articles in paragraph ( a) of categories
ITI and IV. That does not mean just trucks, that means trucks de-
signed for military use.

Mr. Guyer. Yes.

Mr. Horerooke. That is an important distinction.

Mr. Guyer. Well, you also get into helicopters and certain types of
aircraft, supportive replacement items, and so on. T am not worried,
but it is not exactly a garage sale but I am curious as to how many
of these things they can buy some place else. Most of them, T imagine,
they could.

Mr. DinngeN. I think that most of the items, Mr. Guyer, could be
purchased primarily from the Western European countries,

Mr. Guyer. What little I know about the Chinese capability, when
the chairman and I were there, they were very uptight about the one
computer and they made it very clear that, “We do not need you now.”
They got it somewhere else.

I {ave a feeling that China because of the catch up position they
are in economically, would rather buy things than try to produce
them. That even goes for conventional items. For example, most all
the cars driven in China are bought outside the country. As I recall,
we rode in Russian airplanes in China; is that not right ?

Mr. Worrr. T do not think the gentleman is entirely correct in
that. T think it was Russian designed, but locally manufactured.

Mr. DinnNeeN. That is correct.

Mr. Guyer. Well, most of the cars, T think, were not manufactured
in China. I think they were purchased elsewhere.,

At any rate, that could be looked into, it is neither here nor there.
This is a benign list, as far as T am concerned. T do not see any venom
in this,

SUPPLY LIST
Now, T want to ask a question that might be confidential, I do not

know. In the various trips that have been made to the People’s Re-
public of China, T noticed a very strong interest by various groups,
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merchandising groups, manufacturing groups and States—including
my own State of Ohio, from which our Governor led a delegation over
there. Was there not a consortium of manufacturers who helped to
put together a list of things they could supply ?

Mr. Horerooke. You mean this list ?

Mr. Guyer. Any of these items, did they come from any kind of a
cartel or consortium ¢

Mr. Horerooxe. This list was developed by a committee which Mr.
Dinneen headed, on behalf of Secretary Brown, Secretary Vance,
Dr. Brzezinski.

?li[r. GI.;Y‘ER. Is there a dollar figure, let us say, for fiscal years 1980
and 1981

Mr. DinneeN. It is very difficult to predict. There is a great deal
of commercial interest. As you point out, this list is very broad.

Mr. Guyer. Yes; it is, fYrom weather devices to trucks and hoists,
and what have you. I am just curious, inasmuch as we are trying to
improve our balance of payments with that country because 518}’
have been notoriously low in their imports from us, they undoubtedly
are trying to step up the activity.

Mr. DinveeN. You are quite right, Mr. Guyer, there is a good deal
of commerical interest. We have had a lot of inquiries from industry,
and that is one of the reasons for publishing this list, so that we could
give some guidance to our industry as to what types of things we
would be willing to consider. There will be some commerical barriers.

Mr. Guyer. I am not fearful of these things coming back to haunt
us, although we are becoming victims of many of our own devices, for
example, our problems with OPEC countries. It is well established
that most of the Persian Gulf countries could not have gotten their
oil out of the ground without American equipment.

So, in a measure we do find ourselves sometimes victims of our own
ingenuity. But, I personally would like to see the relationship stepped
up, and certainly, American manufacturing is hanging on the ropes
right now with run-away inflation and unavailable money. Our capi-
tal city is full of people, and that is the reason I was not here on time
today. The real estate people, the private contractors, homebuilders,
and lh]v. manufacturers themselves cannot find a dime for investment
capital.

So, I am curious what this would contribute to our economic pack-
age, which we sorely need to produce—as long as it is not used ad-
versely against us. T do not have any other questions.

ACDA ROLE

Mr. Worrr. One final question. Was the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency part of the decision on the change of policy ?

Mr. Housrooke. Yes; they were, and the Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency, Gen. George Seignous, accompa-
nied us on the trip. It was the first time, indcc('lg. that we opened arms
control discussions between the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China.

Mr. Worrr, Did they have any objections te this?

Mr. Horerooke. No, sir.
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Mr. Worrr. Would any of these sales reduce the availability of sales
to any other place in the world because of the limitations that the
President has placed upon the sale of arms?

Mr. Rosinson. No, sir.

Mr. Wovrr. In other words, this would be in addition. So, it would
be a change in policy in that direction, in other words, this would
increase the sale of arms.

Mr. RoeinsoN. They pertain to foreign military sales, and these
are commercial sales,

Mr. Worrr. We thank you, gentlemen, very much for coming up
today and bearing with us.

MANUFACTURING CONCERNS

Mr. Guyer. Could T ask in closing, have many American manu-
facturing concerns been made aware of these potential markets? For
example, you may recall that Coca-Cola, to cite one, had their labels
printed in Chinese before we recognized China. You may remember
that. I am just curious to know whether there may be some manufac-
turing concerns who are aware of this and maybe are preparing a
bid, which is all right.

Mr. DinNeeN. Yes; they are aware.

Mr. Guyer. They are aware of it.

Mr. Dinneen. This list has been distributed.

Mr. Roinson. The list went to well over 1,900 addressees.

Mr. Guyer. Thank you.

Mr. Wovrrr. Thank you very much. The committee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon at 4:25 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.]
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SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIAN AND PacrFic AFraims,
Washington. D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2:10 p.m. in room 2200, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Lester L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.

Mr. Worrr. The subcommittee will come to order. There are a num-
ber of measures on the floor today, particularly the State and Justice
Department appropriations, which some of my colleagues are very
anxious to either put limitations on, or to see that the State Depart-
ment adhere to the general wishes of the Congress, therefore they are
very zealously guarding their positions on the floor, and they should
be joining us shortly.

Today, the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific A ffairsis holding the
second of a series of hearings on the subject of relations between the
United States and the People’s Republic of China.

Our purpose is to clovr-‘np a greater public awareness and under-
standing of Sino-American relations today: Where they stand 114
years after normalization; where they are going, and where they
should be going if we are to build a strong and enduring relationship
with the People’s Republic of China.

Moreover, at a time when there is increasing debate over the advis-
ability of military ties with the People’s Republic of China, the sub-
committee believes it is imperative to examine the Sino-American re-
lationship in the strategic context of our relationship with the Soviet
Union. Thus, among the key questions the subcommittee is interested
in addressing are:

KEY QUESTIONS

1. Bearing in mind our historic lack of understanding of China and
our failure to foresee major shifts in Chinese policy, how clear of an
understanding do we have of Peking’s intentions toward the United
States and the U.S.S.R. ¢

2. What positive results do we expect our new ties with the People’s
Republic of China to have on the U.S.S.R.? What sort of reaction can
we anticipate from Moscow should the United States-People’s Repub-
lic of China relationship develop an increasingly military nature?

3. Can we realistically expect the Soviet Union to put aside 20
years of conflict with China and view the Sino-American relationship
solely in a bilateral context and not directed against the U.S.S.R.?

(33)
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5. If China follows its current avowed modernization policy of
modernizing first the economy and then the military, will not the
People’s Republic of China be likely to lag behind the 17.8.S.R. for
many years to come and, if co, may it not become a more strategic lia-
bility than an asset in U.S. competition with the U.S.S.R.?

TRIANGULAR RELATIONSHIP

Of particular interest to the subcommittee will be the views of our
witnesses on the validity of the triangular relationship as a framework
for the conduct of relations with China and the Soviet Union.

In addition to its consideration of the strategic implications of the
United States-People’s Republic of China relationship, in subsequent
hearings the subcommittee intends to examine the bilateral relation-
ship in a regional Asian-Pacific context and to address questions re-
lated to prospects for political stability and economic modernization
within the People’s Republic of China.

Our objective is not to advocate one policy as opposed to another—
my views on the development of our relationship with the People’s Re-

ublic of China are a matter of public record. However, our objective
1s to focus public attention and debate on issues which will signifi-
cantly affect the diplomatic security interests of the United States in
the decade ahead.

The subsequent hearing dates are scheduled on August 26, Septem-
ber 9 and 17 as a follow-on to this meeting.

With these thoughts in mind, we welcome today’s witnesses, Mr. A.
Doak Barnett, senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, a “perpet-
ual” witness here when it comes to China and other areas of interest
in Asia.

Mr. Allen Whiting, professor of Chinese Studies at the University
of Michigan, and shortly joining us will be Mr. Michael Pillsbury of
the Senate Republican Policy Steering Committee.

Gentlemen, if you would like to summarize your statements, the en-
tire statements, without objection, will be included in the record, Mr.
Barnett, will you please proceed ?

STATEMENT OF A. DOAK BARNETT, SENIOR FELLOW, BROOKINGS
INSTITUTION

Mr. BarNeTrT. Mr. Chairman, T am pleased and honored to testify—
again—before your committee. T apologize that T was not able to pre-
pare a written statement. I am working under great pressure to com-
plete a very long book. The staff asked me to open with some oral
comments, which T will do. T will try to be brief. The subject is a
complicated and important one, however, so if T could have a few
minutes more, perhaps 3 or 4 minutes more, than those who just have
to summarize a paper, I would be grateful.

I would like to start with some very general comments about United
States-China relations at this stage. As you said, it has been only 114
years since we normalized formal diplomatic relations. I think that,
in general, what has been accomplished in this brief period has been
extremely encouraging, gratifying, and significant.
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SOUND BASIS FOR RELATIONS

We have established the beginnings of a sound basis for friendly
political relations with the People’s Republic and, at the same time,
have continued a reasonable, nonoflicial relationship with Taiwan.

We have rapidly expanded educational, cultural, scientific, and
technical contacts between our two countries and begun cooperation
in many of these fields in a rather remarkable way. It is noteworthy
that the United States now has more Chinese scholars and students
studying and working here than any other country has at the present
time.

We have established the essential legal framework for a significant
long-term economic relationship with China, and our trade has been
growing, although I will immediately say that it is still relatively
small and is still seriously imbalanced in the sense that the Chinese
buy much more from us than we buy from them. Moreover, it is
nowhere near the level that Japan has established, and it is not close
to what the actual potential is, in my opinion.

All of this has developed more rapidly and smoothly than anyone
had a right to expect, or than most people did expect. I think that
this has been due, in part, certainly, to the very important changes
that have taken place in this period in China, where a pragmatic
leadership has initiated a series of new policies, outlined an ambitious
modernization program, and has turned outward to a greater extent
I would argue, joining the world economically, than at any time since
1949,

I believe that the development of United States-China relations in
this period had tended to support and reinforce these pragmatic and
moderate trends in Chinese policy.

However, we should not exaggerate what we have accomplished,
even in the fields that T have been talking about, in consolidating the
basis for a dependable, lasting political-economic relationship. In a
great many fields we have just made a start. We already have made a
lot of promises, and it is going to take years to carry them out effec-
tively. There are now more than a dozen U.S. agencies, Government
agencies, that have begun cooperative programs with the Chinese in
a wide variety of ﬁelfls—health, education, energy, agriculture, com-
munication, and others but all of them have just started and barely
gotten off the ground.

The U.S. Government has promised $2 billion worth of Eximbank
credits to China; and it has promised that we will give OPIC guar-
antees for investments in China, but we have not yet delivered on
these promises ; there are no funds available,

The American business community has begun to explore important
possibilities for large-scale cooperative ventures with the Chinese—
for example in oil, and in some other fields. However relatively few
of these have as yet crystallized and been consummated.

MUTUAL BENEFITS

The main task in United States-China relations in the period ahead
is to follow through in these fields, to strengthen our political and
economic relationships and put these relationships on a lasting basis.
In my opinion the main emphasis should be on economic, educational,
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scientific and technical, and cultural programs. These clearly are of
mutual benefit to our two countries. They will support Chinese mod-
ernization, which will contribute to moderation and stability within
China. They will benefit the United States economically. And T be-
lieve that they will serve our broader interests, including our security
interests.

Success in these fields is not automatic. We still have to apply a lot
more intelligence to insure that we are effective in these fields. We
have to take a long-range view, and we still have to make some hard
decisions even to follow through on promises that we already have
made.

Specifically, let me mention a few things that I think we have to do.
We have to provide more financing and credit to back up our economie
relationship, to support China’s modernization and to increase United
States-China trade, through Eximbank, through American private
banks, and through the I}ﬁ" and World Bank. We have not yet ({)rn-
duced on any of these. Japan and Western Europe have provided, or
offered, very large amounts of credit to the Chinese. The United
States really is not in the game as yet.

PROTECTIONIST IMPULSES

We will also need—and this may be one of the toughest things to
do—to avoid protectionist impulses, We have to buy more low-cost,
labor-intensive Chinese goods, including textiles, and many such goods.
I am the first to recognize all the problems that this involves. It is
politically and economically very difficult for the United States. How-
ever, it is very doubtful that we will, over time, be able to create and
sustain an important long-term economic relationship with China un-
less we are able to face up to some hard decisions in this field.

We are on the verge, as I understand it, of a textile agreement of
some sort. I do not think it is going to be the kind that will solve the
problem, it will impose severe restrictions on the Chinese.

We also need to broaden and diversify U.S. exports to
China. They have been mainly agricultural so far. Industrial exports
are growing. But we need to be a serious participant in the major trade
which is going to take place, and is beginning to take place, in manu-
factured goods, particularly in plants and technology to help build
China’s infrastructure and develop key economic fields in China.
In doing this, we could profit by learning from the Japanese and
emulating them in many respects.

We need a lot more knowledge and expertise about the Chinese econ-
omy, and about how to deal with it effectively, as the Japanese do.

We need increasing cooperation between the U.S. Government. U.S.
business, and knowledgeable academic specialists on how best to go
about developing lasting economic relations. We need to take a long-
range view, as I think the Japanese and some Europeans do. Very few
Americans look at economic cooperation in this way.

COOPERATION ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE

I would say we need to put special emphasis on cooperation in two
fields. One is food and agriculture, and the other is energy. They both
are fields in which there is a tremendous potential for extensive, mu-
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tually beneficial cooperation between our two countries. It would be of
enormous benefit to the United States, as well as to China, if this could
be developed, and it would have significance for some key global
problems.

I have not mentioned the words “security” or “military relations”
so far, and this has been deliberate. In my view, creating strong po-
litical and economic relationships between our two countries is the
best way to serve our mutual security interests at the present time.
Moving from economic-political relationships to overt military re-
lationships will not necessarily serve the interests, including the se-
curity interests, of either country in the period immediately ahead,
in my view.

The United States and China obviously do have important security
interests that are parallel, and we have recognized these. They include
a common interest in restraining and counterbalancing military moves
by the Soviet Union, or by countries allied with the Soviet Union,
such as Vietnam, which can have destabilizing effects in East Asia.

But we also still have a good many differences in our interests, and
differences in approaches to a range of problems—problems in Korea;
Eroblems in Southeast Asia, and I would say even the basic issue of

ow best to deal with the problems that the Soviet Union poses for
both of us. We cannot ignore these. Moreover, it is not in the United
States interest to take action, or encourage others to take action, that
may increase tensions and have destabilizing effects in East Asia.

MILITARY RELATIONSHIP

In the present, ver{ complicated situation in Asia, developing a

real military relationship with China, which goes beyond the kinds of
contracts we now have in the military field or present policy regard-
ing the sale of some kinds of dual technology that might have long-
range military utility, would tend—in my view—to risk raising ten-
sions and be regionally destabilizing for several reasons.

Moves in this direction would risk ereating, at the least, uneasiness,
and perhaps over time serious anxieties and doubts, in Japan and in
a number of smaller Asian allies and friends. If carried very far, the
could induce Japan and others to reexamine their policies. It coul
have adverse effects on our relations with them, and, at worst, it could
alter the present patterns of relationships in the area, almost certainly
for the worse.

I would also argue that it would not necessarily result in stronger
United States-China relationships over the long run. I believe that,
actually, China is ambivalent about the possibilities of United States-
Chinese military relationships. For understandable reasons the Chi-
nese would.like to obtain technical help in modemizin{z their defense
forces, but they do not, in my judgment, want an alliance-type of
relationship that involves major reciprocal obligations.

They also, in my view, are wary of being manipulated by the United
States. Chinese leaders are on record as sa ing to American leaders
that we should not “stand on their shoulders” to attack the Soviet
Union.

MISPERCEPTIONS

There are several kinds of possible misperceptions and miscalcu-
lations that one must be concerned about in thinking about the possi-
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bility of military relations between our two countries. T think there
is a danger that the United States might arouse unrealistic Chinese
expectations about the possible level of support in the event of crises
involving it. Or there is a possibility that we might encourage the
Chinese—tacitly if not otherwise—to believe that actions they might
take, of which we really disapprove, would be ones for which, some-
how, we would give certain types of support. If that were true, and
we did not give such support, the outcome could be very unfortunate
for all concerned.

There also is a danger that some in the United States will have
unrealistic expectations about China’s real security potential, or po-
tential military value to U.S. interests, in future erisis situ-
ations. In purely military terms China will remain relatively weak
for a long time. Limited military assistance to China will not change
that any time soon. We should not expect the Chinese to take military
risks on our behalf from their position of weakness. They are not likely
to do so.

There could be some risk, nevertheless, that if the Chinese were to
initiate certain military actions that they felt were necessary based
on their perception of their interests, and we thought they were un-
wise but we had a military relationship, there might be pressures for
us to be involved, even if we did not wish to be.

UNITED STATES-PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA-U.8.8.R. RELATIONS

Most important of all, the dynamics of the United States-China-
Soviet relationship today are extremely complex, delicate, and sensi-
tive. Although both we and the Chinese wish to counterbalance and
restrain Soviet power, our judgments and perspectives on how best
to try to do this are not identical.

It is not in the U.S. interest, in my judgment, to try to
deter and balance the Soviet Union in East Asia b taking actions
that clearly will feed Soviet paranoia, and could stimulate an even
greater Soviet military buildup in the region and might provoke
Moscow into taking even more active counteractions than it has in
the last couple of years—and I think Moscow already has reacted
to our developing China relationship—and that conceivably could
close and lock the door for years against the possibility of some steps
to try to reverse the recent deterioration of United States-Soviet
relations.

Developing an overt U.S. military relationship with China at the
present time, under present circumstances, would risk doing just that.
It is less likely, in my opinion, to persuade the Russians to show
greater restraint than it is, perhaps, to stimulate them to strengthen
their forces in Asia, to consider how they might react more forcefully
in s;;eas such as Southeast Asia and conceivably even against China
itself.

It is by no means clear, in my mind, therefore, that under present
circumstances an expanded Unifed States-China military relationship
really would enhance the security of either the United States or

China.
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The United States obviously should not and cannot be indifferent
to China’s security concerns. It is vulnerable. We should continue to
make it very clear that we believe that all countries, including the
Soviet Union, should avoid threats to China. But we should be care-
ful—as the Chinese themselves should be careful—to avoid provoking
new threats that neither we nor the Chinese will be adequately
prepared to deal with. I think it is necessary to try to defuse potential
threats. We need a strong military position, but we also need to try
to defuse possible dangers through political, diplomatic, and economic
means.

UNITED STATES-PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA POLICY

In light of these complicated considerations, what should U.S.
policy be? I would like to make the following brief points:
First and most important, as I have said, I believe that we should
continue to work hard, and make some of the difficult decisions neces-
* sary, and invest some of the resources necessary, to consolidate our
political and economic relations with China. We should give high
priority to developing a really broad and important economic rela-
tionship. However, under existing circumstances, in my judgment,
we should not move towards an overt military relationship. Nor should
we use the threat of doing so as a “China card” against the Soviet
Union, or slide mindlessly in that direction in small incremental
steps.
1\1-}01-0 specifically, T believe that contacts and consultation between
the United States and China on security problems, and contacts be-

tween United States and Chinese militmg* r»ersonnel and leaders such

as we have established, are justifiable and desirable. The sale of non-
lethal military support equipment is more arguable. We have started
it, and it is very difficult to reconsider elements in policy already under
way. In my own judgment it would be preferable from the Chinese
point as well as our point of view if China obtained most such mate-
rial from other countries,

I believe that a more flexible policy toward sales of dual technolog
to China—that is, more flexible than we pursue toward the Soviet
Union—is justifiable under existing circumstances, China needs a great
deal of technology for its economic modernization. There is not the
same risk in selling dual use technology to China as there is in selling
such technology to the Soviet Union, where they might be rapidly
ﬂn}cll directly diverted to military uses that could be threatening to
others.

However, I believe that our premise in making such sales should
be that we are prepared to make them primarily for assistance to
China’s economic development and modernization. Where particu-
larly sensitive technology is concerned, that is, technology which
clearly has major military implications, I think we should require
end-use statements and inspections.

There will be many tough decisions to be made on, a case-by-case
basis, in this very fuzzy, gray area, but the guiding principle, I re-
peat, should be that we should be flexible when we believe the main
significance of such sales relates to civilian development, and we
should be cautious when it is apparent that the main utility is
primarily military-related.
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NO ARMS SALES

We should continue, in my view, the present policy of not selling
[7.S. weapons to China. But we should also continue. I be-
lieve, a permissive policy toward the sales to China of defensive con-
ventional arms by West European countries that choose to make them.

Some analysts label this as a “cop-out” and do not see the difference.
but in my view there is a difference—a big difference. Western Euro-
pean sales of such military equipment to China are motivated in
large part by economic and commercial reasons, and although the
Russians will not like them, they will know that they are not a step
toward direct Western European involvement, militarily, in crises
situations in East Asia.

Direct U.S. weapons sales to China clearly are viewed
by Moscow as confirming their worst fears about an emerging hostile
alliance directed against them. Their response might well be to try
to find ways to take counteractions that T think could raise tensions
and the risks and dangers in the region in ways that would create
a less rather than a more secure environment.

Present United States-China relations clearly serve the security
interests of both the United States and China. Strengthening political
and economic relations will improve our ability to deal, individually,
in some cases in parallel, in some cases jointly, with problems that the
Soviet Union poses, and also to deal with many other problems
throughout the region where we have parallel interests. T believe, hope-
fully, that this will contribute to a more stable equilibrium in the area.

But moving at present towards a military re ationship of an overt
kind, which Moscow would view as a United States-China, and pos-
sibly a United States-China-Japan-European anti-Soviet united front
or alliance, would in my view. under existing circumstances, be more
likely to have destabilizing than to have stabilizing effects on the
region.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much, Mr. Barnett. You said you did
not have a prepared statement, but T guess you have been preparing
for this for many years.

. My reaction is, T am concerned—and T must say this—that our pol-
icies toward China and the Soviet Union are one being dictated by

the other, rather than a bilateral relationshi standing on its own.
I feel that there is & much greater concern with the cause-and-effect

relationship rather than the direct relationshi p that exists between our
two countries.

T would like to pass now to Professor Whiting,

STATEMENT OF ALLEN S§. WHITING, PROFESSOR OF CHINESE
STUDIES, UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Warring. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the sub-
committee, it is a privilege to address the question of Sino-American
relations at this particular time. T would like to summarize my paper
in a few minutes of opening remarks.

Thirty years after Chinese and Americans fought their first major
war in the Korean Peninsula, Peking and Washington have finally es-
tablished full diplomatic relations, thanks to the courageous and cor-
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reet steps taken by Presidents Nixon and Carter. The United States has
also at long last ended its formal intervention in the Chinese civil war
by terminating its Treaty of Mutual Defense with the Republic of
China. Sino-American trade is surpassing the most optimistic fore-
casts, with 1,000 Chinese students and scholars in American univer-
sities to advance China’s scientific and technological modernization.

BTRATEGIC PARTNERSHIP

However, the next stage in Sino-American relations raises new ques-
tions and problems. I think we have solved most of the immediate
issues between our twe countries. Now, the possibility arises of enter-
ing into a st,rute.Fic partnership. This prospect was raised by Vice
President Mondale speaking on Chinese media at Beijing University
in August 1979. In his words, “The fundamental challenges we face are
to build concrete political ties in the context of mutual security.” Mu-
tual security implies an alliance relationship. More recently, Assistant
Secretary of State for Kast Asian Affairs, Richard Holbrooke, de-
clared, “A China confident in its ability to defend its borders against
foreign a‘f;gression enhances stability in the Pacific and on the Eur-
asian landmass, and therefore contributes to our own security and that
of our allies.”

In pursuit of this goal, Mr. Holbrooke declared, “We can and we will
assist China’s drive to improve its security by permitting appropriate
technology transfer., including the sale 0¥ carefully selected items of
dual-use technology and defensive military support equipment.” While
repeating previous administration policy against the sale of arms to
China, he 1mplied that this was subject to c‘ﬁa.nge by noting that “the
current international situation does not justify our doing so.”

The Mondale and+Holbrooke speeches signal an impending Sino-
American military entente directed against the Soviet Union, at least
as seen from the vantage point of Moscow: While Holbrooke asserted
that “relations with China are not a simple function of our relations
with the Soviet Union,” heswarned that “the pace of their advance has
been and will continue to be influenced by.changes in the international
environment”—a clear hint of the triangular fix on policy which he
elsewhere tried to deny.

These propositions deserve careful scrutiny. China’s military mod-
ernization is a massive undertaking. It will require the total reequip-
ping of the air force which is wholly obsolete, and the complete
overhaul of the ground forces where capabilities are sadly deficient
compared with those of the Soviet Union. It will also require the re-
training and upgrading of human skills involved in the management
and maintenance of the vast People’s Liberation Army. Only through
this gargantuan effort can China feel truly confident “in its ability to
defend its borders against foreign aggression.”

But. more than feasibility forces us to ask hard questions concerning
our military relations with the People’s Republic. The political con-
sequences must also be weighed.

PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA FOREIGN POLICY

What is our confidence in predicting future Chinese foreign policy?
What are the prospects in the 1990’s when Beijing’s modernization
program should begin to bear fruit? Does the past provide precedent
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for prediction. or is this a watershed period for the People’s Republic
and its interaction with the world? How do we envisage our longrun
policy with Moscow ? Is it one of maximizing the force available to
deter Soviet aggression. and should deterrence fail, to win World War
IIT? Or do we have a mixed strategy of selective confrontation and
cooperation in hopes of stabilizing the relationship and reducing the
risk of war?

I would like to simply summarize the points that are extended in my
written testimony. One, there are important differences in the way in
which Beijing and Washington define their relations with Moscow.
China sees the Soviet Union as an enemy who must be confronted
totally and globally without compromise or cooperation on any point.
The United States shares the responsibility for defending its allies
and friends against Soviet expansionism, but it also has a responsi-
bility to reduce the possibility of war between the superpowers by
compromise and cooperation with the U.S.S.R. in areas of mutual
interest and mutual benefit.

Two, China’s border dispute with the Soviet Union has triggered
armed clashes and contributed to the massing of more than 1 million
troops in confrontation along that 4.650-mile border. The United
States has no interest in supporting either side in this dispute or in
strengthening either side against the other.

Three, China’s territorial disputes with India, Vietnam, the Philip-
pines, Malaysia and Japan include claims extending throughout the
South China Sea, the East China Sea, and the waters between
Korea and Japan. These claims not only affect these countries directly,

but they bear upon the economic activity of other countries in shipging,

fishing, and the exploration of offshore oil on the Continental Shelf.
The United States has no interest in strengthening China’s ability to
advance its claims by the use of force.

SINO-AMERICAN RELATIONS

Four, these factors preclude defining the Sino-American relation-
ship as one of mutual security, or in other terms which imply an
identical interest in military and strategic matters, Therefore, we
should :

1. Maintain an embargo against the sale of weapons to the
People’s Republic, and

2. Avoid the use of rhetoric which implies to the Chinese or
others any such identity of interest. We should, however:

3. Have differential embargo lists for China and the Soviet
Union, covering dual technology which may have military as
well as civilian application. The potential use of such technology
is very different in a superpower with the human and techno-
logical resources of the U.S.S.R. as compared with an under-
developed economy such as the People’s Republic of China.
Moreover, this technology cannot be denied China over a pro-
longed period because of competitive suppliers elsewhere and
the permeability of knowledge and skills as China modernizes
in the world economy.

In closing T would second Mr. Barnett’s comments to the extent
that our support for China’s economic modernization should be full
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and generous. This is important to help the world’s largest and
oldest society raise its living standards and its self-respect as an
advanced economy. China’s interaction with other countries can
advance common Interests in the management of resources, pollution,
and other problems of concern to regional and global security. This
may in time aid in settlement of pending issues with China’s neighbors
mentioned earlier. Thank you.
[Mr. Whiting’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALLEN 8. WHITING, DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE
AND CExTER For' CHINESE StUuDiEs, UNIVERSITY OoF MICHIGAN

SINO-AMERICAN MILITARY RELATIONS

Introduction

U.S.-China policy has accomplished many of its objectives since the
historic visit of President Nixon to Beijing and the Shanghai Communique
of February 1972. Full diplomatic relations between these two major Paci-
fic powers have opened the-door to an ever expanding range of trade, travel,
scientific and cultural exchange. The United States is beginning to play
a major role in China's economic modernization. A modus vivendi on Taiwan
has obviated the need for an American defense commitment and ended our

intervention in the Chinese civil war.

China's support for the U.S.-Japan security treaty strengthens the

prospects for peace and stability in northeast Asia.l China's close co-

operation with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in con-
demning the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia is an important counter to
expanded Soviet influence in the area. Sino-Pakistani consultations have
reinforced South Asian resistance to the threat of Soviet expansionism,

manifest in the invasion of Afghanistan.

The progress to date has been so swift and successful as to exceed
the most optimistic expectations of those who labored over the past tem
years to bring about a new relationship between China and the United States.
Tactical bargaining and technical problems continue to impede solution of
such matters as textile quotas, civil airline arrangements, and the final
disposition of frozen assets and confiscated property claims. But the
positive far outweighs the negative, to the credit of high officials in
Beijing and Washington who committed their political prestige to a Sino-

American detente.

However, the next stage in Sino-American relations raises new questions
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and problems. Having resolved most of the immediate issues between our

two countries, the possibility arises of entering into a strategic partner-
ship. This prospect was raised by Vice-President Walter Mondale, speak-
ing on Chinese media at Beijing University in August 1979. In his words,

"The fundamental challenges we face are to build concrete political ties

in the context of mutual security."z Mutual security implies an alliance

relationship. More recently, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian
Affairs Richard Holbrooke declared, "A China confident in its ability to
defend its borders against foreign aggression enhances stability in the
Pacific and on the Eurasian landmass, and therefore contributes to our

own security and that of our allies."3

In pursuit of this goal, Mr. Holbrooke declared, "We can and we will
assist China's drive to improve its security by permitting appropriate
technology transfer, including the sale of carefully selected items of
dual use technology and defensive military support equipment.” While
repeating previous administration policy against the sale of arms to China,
he implied that this was subject to change by noting that "the current inter-

national situation does not justify our doing so." (Italics added)

The Mondale and Holbrooke speeches signal an impending Sino-American
military entente directed against the Soviet Union, at least as seen from
the vantage point of Moscow. While Holbrooke asserted that “relations with
China are not a simple function of our relations with the Soviet Union,"
he warned that "the pace of their advance has been and will continue to
be influenced by changes in the international environment," a clear hint

of the triangular fix on policy which he elsewhere tried to deny.

These propositions deserve careful scrutiny. China's military modern-

ization is a massive undertaking. It will require the total re-equipping
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of the air force which is wholly obsolete and the complete overhaul of

the ground forces, where capabilities are sadly deficient compared with

those of the Soviet Union. It will also require the retraining and up-

grading of human skills involved in the management and maintenance of the
vast People's Liberation Army. Only through this gargantuan effort can
China feel truly confident "in its ability to defend its borders against

foreign aggression."”

But more than feasibility forces us to ask hard questions concerning
our military relations with the People's Republic. The political conse-
quences must also be weighed. The borders that China seeks to defend are
disputed by its two largest neighbors, the Soviet Union and India. Inci-
dents along the Sino-Vietnamese border contributed to China's invasion of
Vietnam in 1979. China's territorial claims at sea conflict with those
of Vietnam, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Japan. China's continental
shelf position challenges that of Japan and the Republic of Korea. Last
but not least, Beijing reserves the right to use force against Taiwan.

These potential flash-points of controversy compel us to examine the assump-

tions and implications which underlie present and prospective policy.

In addition, of course, there is the larger question of the triangular
relationship. How do we envisage our long run policy toward Moscow? Is it
one of maximizing the force available to deter Soviet aggression and should
deterrence fail, to win World War III? Or is it a mixed strategy of selec-
tive confrontation and cooperation in hope of stabilizing the relationmship
and reducing the risk of war? Should we strengthen one side militarily in

the Sino-Soviet dispute, or should we limit our help to non-military activity?

Finally, what is our confidence in predicting future Chinese foreign

policy? What are the prospects in the 1990s, when Beijing's modernization




47

programs should begin to bear fruit? Does the past provide any precedent
for prediction or is this a watershed period for the People's Republic

and its interaction with the world?

These are only the most salient questions. They cannot be adequately
addressed, much less answered, in the compass of a brief paper. Moreover,
they should be considered in consultation with our allies and friends in
Asia, especially Japan, whose interests in and knowledge of the area super-
cede our own. However, in the following pages, we can at least examine
some of the implications of assisting China's military modernization as a
guide to the extensive discussion and debate which will follow this com-

mittee's deliberations.

China's Unsettled Territorial Claims

So long as China entertains a claim to territory disputed by a neighbor,
any strengthening of Beijing's military capability to assert that claim log-
ically should be of concern to that neighbor. Fighting between the PLA and
another country triggered wholly or in part by such disputes has occurred
with India (1962), the Soviet Union (1969), South Vietnam (1974), and
North Vietnam (1980). In addition, a demonstration of armed force by
Chinese fishing boats occurred near the Senkaku Islands administered by

Japan (1978).

These territorial claims vary widely in their military, political,
and economic importance as well as in their susceptibility to armed confron-
tation. The status quo between India and China has not been challenged
by either side since 1962. The PLA victory at that time confirmed Beijing's
ability to control a large disputed sector in the Ladakh area through which

an important military road linked the potentially rebellious frontier areas
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of Xinjiang and Tihnt.4 While the PLA offensive simultaneously overran

the entire Northeast Frontier Agency (NEFA), also in dispute, a unilateral
withdrawal returned NEFA to New Delhi's control as a tacit quid pro quo for
the Ladakh area. This followed a compromise formula proposed by Premier Zhou

Enlai in 1960.

Until this border is formally agreed upon and demarcated as well as
delimited, the potential for further fighting remains. This could arise
through dissident activity in Tibet with guerrilla support from neighboring
territories provoking Chinese patrols to pursue actual or suspected oppo-
sition through passes in the high Himalayas held by Indian outposts. Alter-
natively, clashes could occur in the context of renewed Pak-Indian hostilities,
wherein China's tacit alliance with Pakistan prompts Beijing to show support
for Islamabad. Both situations have arisen in the past. Their future possi-
bility helps to explain India's recent agreement to accept $1.6 billion in

military aid from the Soviet Union over the next five years.s

The Sino-Soviet border dispute involves considerably less territory,
most of which has little or no strategic significance, but it continues to
have a far higher potential for conflict. Two areas held by Moscow and
claimed by Beijing are of military importance: the island at the juncture
of the Amur and Ussuri Rivers overlooking Khabarovsk and the so-called
"Pamir knot" adjoining the U.S.S.R., China, and Afghanistan.6 The remainder

involves islands in the Ussuri River and frontier land in Central Asia.

The potential volatility of this territorial dispute stems from the
larger context of Sino-Soviet relations, manifest in the deployment of more
than a million troops in confrontation along the 4,100-mile border. The
lack of Soviet apprehemsion over an imminent conflict is reflected in the

fact that of its forty-odd divisions arraigned against China, nearly half
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4 - 7 - vii
remain at one-third strength or less. For its part, Beijing has muted

the war alarm of its public media of a few years past. The size and compo-
sition of the Soviet forces justify this relatively relaxed posture,
although the recent addition of Backfire bombers and $5-20 missiles has
increased Moscow's ability to strike hard and deep at Chinese population

and industrial centers. Thus, neither side seems concerned about war in

the near future either as a defensive or offensive contingency. However,
Soviet professed apprehension over the prospects of Chinese military modern-
ization with foreign assistance appears genuine. In view of the vulnerability
of the Trans-Siberian Railroad which supplies the key Far East base of
Vladivostok, this apprehension has some basis in objective reality, however

much it is exaggerated in manipulative posture or subjective paranoia.s

The border dispute with Vietnam is the least sizeable and the most
recent of the three controversies over China's landed frontier, but it
also has occasioned the most serious fighting. While few details are avail-
able in open sources, it appears that no area of strategic or economic im-
portance is involved. As with the Sino-Soviet dispute, the boundary prob-
lem is more a function of the larger relationship than significant in itself.
Yet the fact remains that China justified its invasion of Vietnam in part

on allegations of border violation. ®

It might be argued that because the U.5.S.R. and Vietnam are basically
in an adversary relationship with the United States and its ASEAN friends,
it is in the American interest to support China in its border disputes with
both countries. This argument is open to challenge. In the short rum,
Vietnam's increased dependency on the Soviet Union as a consequence of
Chinese economic and military pressure enhances the Soviet position in Indo-

china. The appearance of Moscow's military ships and planes in Cam Ranh Bay




and Danang as a result of the Chinese invasion demonstrated this triangular
interaction. In the long run, Vietnam's desire for full independence and
its need for economic assistance from countries outside the Soviet bloc may
provide an opportunity to reduce Soviet influence, provided that Sino-
Vietnamese relations improve rather than deteriorate. This would be to

the interest of ASEAN as well as of the United States.

China's offshore claims cover the entire South China Sea, extend to
the island archipelago between Japan and Taiwan, and reach across the contin-
ental shelf to the waters between Japan and Korea. In January 1974 Beijing
exercised its claim to the Paracel Islands by defeating South Vietnamese

forces there in a brief encounter. Other islands in the South China Sea

held by Vietnam, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Taiwan are contested by

Beijing. Chinese maps ring the Sea with territorial boundary aarkers.l0
At a minimum, China's extension of the twelve-mile limit from its claimed
islands, reefs, and shoals could obstruct passage through this main route
between Japan and the Middle East. At a maximum, recourse to the 200-mile
economic zone could provide Beijing with control over the use of the area
for fishing and offshore oil exploration, vital concerns for contiguous

countries,

Beijing has confined its official protests over Japanese administration
of the Senkaku (Diaoyutai) Islands to statements. However, a fleet of more
than one hundred armed fishing boats sailed in the vicinity for a week in
April 1978 with signs declaring the islands to be Chinese.ll Although
miniscule and uninhabited, they may provide access to offshore oil. Joint
offshore o0il exploration between Seoul and Tokyo has been protested by
Beijing for many years as a violation of China's ownership of the continental
shelf, 1 So long as Japan continues to play a major role in China's economic

modernization, there is little danger that either issue will be pressed to




the point of confrontation. However, China's relations with South Korea
and Japan contain the seeds of serious controversy, depending upon how

the three countries manage their pursuit of offshore oil.

Land-based controversies can be affected by changes in ground and air
force capabilities; those at sea are susceptible to changes in naval and
air power. All three services are potentially relevant for the future
disposition of Taiwan, although an air-sea blockade is more likely than an
all-out invasion across the 100 miles of strait separating the Nationalist
island from the Communist mainland. In sum, the agenda of unsettled terri-
torial issues confronting future Chinese regimes in Beijing makes it vir-
tually impossible to strengthen the PLA without increasing the potential

threat to countries whose interests are important to U.S. policy.

The Soviet Factor

Assistant Secretary Holbrooke's allusion to "stability on the Eurasian
landmass" being enhanced by "a China confident in its ability to defend its
borders against aggression" raises the relevance of other areas beyond the
periphery of China. More specifically, it is sometimes argued that China
provides a deterrent against Soviet aggression on the NATO front through

the prospect of a two-front war, and China diverts Soviet forces that might

be deployed elsewhere to facilitate Moscow's expansionist goals‘13

In quantitative terms, this argument has some merit, although less
than its advocates profess. The Sino-Soviet border has never been a
demilitarized frontier like that between Canada and the United States.
Even during the heyday of alleged "monolithic unity" between Moscow and
Beijing, twelve to fifteen divisions were positioned in the Soviet republics

adjacent to China. This increased to thirty-five divisions by 1969, the




year of maximum fighting on the border and of implied Soviet threats to
attack China's nuclear facilities.14 Ten years later, an estimated 600,000
Soviet troops were arraigned in an arc extending from Central Asia through

Mongolia to the Soviet Far East‘ls

None of this occurred as a result of an improvement in Chinese mili-
tary capabilities. Conceivably such an improvement might prompt Moscow to
deploy additional units which otherwise might confront NATO or move to
trouble-spots in the Middle East and Africa. But this is not certain.
Moreover, China's hostility did not deter the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan.
As for NATO, the American troop presence and treaty commitment is almost

certainly the operative deterrent, while the buildup of Soviet conventional

and nuclear strength in East Europe has apparently not been significantly

slowed by the buildup against China.'® 1In sum, the advantages in global
terms of strengthening China's military forces are highly conjectural and

marginal at best.

While the disadvantages in terms of U.S.-Soviet relations are also
conjectural, they further weaken the argument of those who cite alleged
benefits. We know virtually nothing about Soviet decision-making at the
highest levels. We can only speculate on the relative weight of respective
factions and in particular of civilian versus military interests.ly How-
ever, both logic and analogy with other modern bureaucratic systems suggest
that the stronger and more visible the Western role in China's military
modernization, the more likely is the Kremlin to strengthen its armed forces,
and the more hostile will it perceive Western policy to be. This in turn
will maintain, if not accelerate, the arms race and the level of tension in

Soviet-American relations.




The opposite possibility of arms control and detente does not neces-
sarily follow from a refusal to arm China. Indeed, the dynamics of Soviet
decision-making may drive Moscow's military expansionism further, neces-
sitating additional countermeasures and perhaps an ultimate confrontation.
But until we are confident that Soviet policy is inexorably set on a course
of conquest, it is imperative that we advance the prospects for a debate
in the Kremlin which will respond to our professed desire for a cooperative,

not conflictual, co-existence.

It is difficult to determine the political volatility of the China

factor in Soviet calculations. Objectively, Moscow's overvhelming prepon-

derance of military power, at all levels and in all categories of weaponry,
should provide ample reassurance that no serious threat from China need be
contemplated for at least a decade and more likely until the end of the
Century. Subjectively, however, twenty years of bitter relations combine
with a gross population disparity to produce an acute sensitivity to
indicators of an anti-Soviet coalition which might include China. In part,
this stems from the historic Russian recall of Moscovy and Kiev being over-
Tun by the Mongol invasion. In part, it comes from the extreme xenophobia,
directed especially against the Soviet Union, manifested in Red Guard ram-

pages during the Cultural Revolution of 1966-68.

These fears are not all determining. They did not preclude Stalin pro-
viding Mao with an entire jet air force in 1951-53 or Khrushchev's delivery
of important assistance in the manufacture of atomic weapons in 1958-60.
They do not rule out a future Sino-Soviet detente, should both sides
agree to a modus vivendi. But neither can they be dismissed
out of hand as irrelevant to Sino-American relations. At the very least,

we are in mo position to underwrite China's border claims against the
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Soviet Union or appear to strengthen Beijing's hand in its negotiations
with Moscow over this issue. Least of all should we risk raising this per-
ception in the Kremlin when Soviet-American communication is at a low ebb

and a change in Soviet leadership appears imminent.

China's Future and U.S. Policy

Given the obsolete state of the PLA, its size, and the human component
of modernization, it is not likely that any major changes will occur in
China's military capability before the middle of this decade, except perhaps
in strategic nuclear weapons. The missile program may soon benefit from
the translation of research and development into regular production. Other-
wise, however, the cumulative effects of improved ground, air, and naval

weapons changes will only become operationally important in the late 1980s

at the earliest.

So far as predicting Chinese policy at that time is concerned, partic-
ularly with respect to the foregoing agenda of issues, formidable obstacles
exist. The present leadership is predominantly in its upper sixties and
seventies. We do not know what mix of individuals and interests will domin-

ate decision-making a decade hence. There is good reason to hope that the

integration of China into interdependent relationships will temper its re-

curring tendency toward xenophobic isolation and induce compromise in
such matters as the management of ocean resources., However, factional
political struggle may combine with frustrated economic development to

produce an angry reaction against interdependency and compromise on

nationalistic issues,

This possibility provides a powerful rationale for assisting China's

economic modernization through loans, technology transfer, and training




@broad. This supports goals articulated by the present leadership in
Beijing, which are presumably shared by those being prepared for succes-
sion. These goals place military modernization last in sequence to be

accomplished as the result of developing the civilizan economy rather than

through the "quick fix" acquisition of foreign weapons. If this order of

priority continues to be observed, the spillover effects of advanced tech-

nology will eventually strengthen China's military capability.

This should not exclude the sale of technology and equipment which may
be used for military purposes as well as serve non-military needs. In fact,
the Soviet Union sells long-range jet transport aircraft and "civilian"
helicopters to China. However, the alleged line of distinction between so-
called "defensive" and "offensive' weapons is generally too indistinct to
permit clear and consistent policy application. Moreover, the incremental
transition from one category to the other can be anticipated, contrary
to fact, by friend or foe with disturbing consequences in either case. In
short, the absolute prohibition against weapons sales to China should remain

in force for U.S. policy.

Dual purpose technology raises complications which cannot be addressed
here. In general, however,
the potential use of such technology in a highly advanced economy such as
the United States, or by a military superpower such as the Soviet Union, is
not possible for China at its present stage of development. This argues
2gainst applying the same embargo list for both sides of the Sino-Soviet
dispute. Furthermore, technology is more easily copied or acquired through

a competitive world market than are advanced weapons. U.S. allies, par-
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ticularly Japan, are less likely to agree to constraints in this area

than they are in arms sales to China.

As a final note, we must be sensitive to the role of symbols as well
as of substance. Perceptions and expectations are shaped by speeches,
visits, and media messages triggered by calculated briefings and backgroun-
ders. Short-run tactical maneuvers can cause long-run strategic problems
if they are not carefully designed as part of an overall policy calculation
of potential gains and risks. Sino-American relations, whether addressed
unilaterally or through interaction between Beijing and Washington, must not
be construed by either side or by third parties as based on any such concept
as "mutual security." Many points of divergence exist between China's def-
inition of its security and that held by the United States, its allies, and
its friends in Asia. The more common term, "parallel strategic interests,”
reminds us that parallel lines may be proximately or widely separated but
they never meet. This overstates the divergence between China and the United
States on such questions as the U.S.-Japan security treaty and the Soviet

presence in Southeast Asia.

Given these complications, it would be better to abandon the effort

for catch words and phrases that become cliches at best and policy traps

at worst, the most notorious example being the so-called "China card."
Rhetoric can not only obscure reality; it can create a reality of its own.
The Sino-American relationship is now entering a stage where hard facts
and plain speaking should determine the image as well as the content of

U.5. policy, especially where military aspects are concerned.
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Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much, Mr. W’hitini_z. The statements
both you gentlemen have made are certainly not only provocative but
of assistance to the members facing this issue.

U.8. SECURITY INTEREST

I am wondering, when it comes to the overall structure of the rela-
tionships between our two countries, the military relationship, where
you would stand on the question of a Soviet attack upon the Chinese,
and our position. Would 1t be in our security interest to pursue a cause
of assistance to China, or to stand by and let those two giants fight
amongst themselves ?

Mr. Barnerr. That is a tough question. I think there should be no
question in our mind that we should use our influence to the extent
we can, to deter such an attack by the Soviet Union. It seems to me
that our capacity to give effective military support to China, how-
ever, is extremely limited and nobody should Egve illusions about
that. The Soviets have large forces immediately on China’s border.
If the Soviets chose to have a rapid attack or surgical strikes against
various parts of China, we could respond ex post facto, but we could
not prevent that from happening,

I think what should be made clear to the Soviet Union is that we
wonld regard that as an extraordinarily irresponsible, dangerous inter-
national act which they would pay a large price for in international
relations—in their relations with us, with Europe, and Japan.

Mr. Worrr. Do you think that would really deter them, however?
Tt did mot deter them very much in terms of the reaction of the world
community so far as A fghanistan is concerned.

Mr. Barxerr. Well, if you want my opinion, I think, yes. I think
it is deterring them from taking military action. I suspect that the
Soviets have been tempted at times in the past 10 years from a position
of great military superiority to do certain things to a weaker China—
militarily—and T think it has been deterred by a recognition of the
international costs they would pay for doing this, I think it would
transform international relations not only in Asia. but worldwide.
Among other things, it would guarantee a rapidly remilitarized
Japan. Tt would guarantee that the door is closed for a very long
period of time, perhaps an indefinite period of time, to an improve-
ment of United States-Soviet relations. It would guarantee a much
larger American military bnildup, T think.

Mr. Worrr. What would the loss of China as an independent nation
in the event of a Soviet victory mean to the Soviets? Would this not
put us in the same position, for example, that we find ourselves with
some with whom we have a treaty, such as Japan? I take it, we would
risk confrontation with the Soviet Union in the event that the Soviet
Union attacked Japan.

Mr. Barnert. We are committed by alliance. We would not “risk”
it, we would be in the conflict.

HYPOTHESIS OF CHINESE DEFEAT

Mr. Worrr. Right. Now, Professor Whiting would like to comment.
Mr. WarTiNG. Yes: T would like to address your last point first,
and then basically challenge the premise of your questioning.

66-437 0 - 81 -~ 5
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Mr. Worrr. I am playing the role of “devil’s advocate,”

Mr. Warrivg. On the last point, if the Chinese were to be con-
quered by the Soviet Union in a military sense, they would never be
conquered in a political sense. There are no assets in China that
would transform the superpower of the Soviet Union today into a
global power; whereas in the case of J a{mn, there is no question that
the transfer of Japanese technological industrial capacity to the
Soviet Union would completely alter the balance of power not only
in the Pacific area, but throughout the world.

So, as a hypothetical question, the consequences of a Chinese defeat
would be qualitatively and quantitatively different from a Japanese
defeat. The point here is, of course, the United States is committed to
Japan by treaty.

However, I would like to go back to the premise which does
underlie a lot of writing concerning these two powers’ relationships.
I think the fact that the Soviet Union has really paid relatively little
heed to its military force opposing China over the last decade suggests
that there really has not been a serious option in the minds of the men
in Moscow of having a war with China.

According to the analysis of John Collins in the Library of Congress
as recently as 1978-7T9, approximately one-half of the Soviet divi-
sions facing China were in category 3, which means that they were
at one-third strength or less. The total force structure there of some
700,000 persons—much less than the Chinese force confronting them—
is also of course far inferior to what would be necessary to carry on
any kind of a war with China. Three-fourths of the Soviet military
strength has been directed against West Europe and NATO, and
occupying East Europe; one-fourth is opposite China.

The surgical strike option that Mr. Barnett referred to earlier may
have been entertained 10 years ago when the Chinese had no nuclear
production capacity but it certainly is not something that can be
seriously entertained in Moscow with the passing years of increased
kinds of nuclear retaliatory capability.

UNITED STATES NOT A DETERRENT

I am not sure that the United States really has layed as deterrent
a role in this sense as the Chinese themselves have pﬁ'ayed. The Chinese
resistance to the Japanese military superiority from 1937 to 1945 was
impressive testimony of their grit, as was the Vietnamese resistance
to the American technological superiority. These are object lessons
that prudently caution the Kremlin against an attack against the
Chinese.

So, addressing the question as you put it, is proper. However, I
would like to get behind the question and reassure you that I do not
think that this is a serious possibility now or in the foreseeable future.

Mr. Barnerr. Could I just add a word to that before you pass on
to Mr. Pillsbury?

Mr. Worrr. For a moment because I do want to pass on to Mr.
Pillsbury.

Mr. Barnerr. T also hold the judgment that there is no evidence
and every reason to believe that the Soviets do not consider a major
war against China as a realistic option on their part. I also agree
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with what Al Whiting said, that China has developed at least a mini-
mal nuclear deterrent, and there are very strong prohibitions against
considering any nuclear action against China, and it tends to inhibit
the Russians from considering major military action of any sort.

But I do not think one can exclude certain types of events that
could _l:ie dangerous, and there I will add on to or qualify what Whit-
ing said.

I could conceive of circumstances where the Russians might feel
almost compelled to take limited conventional punishing action, per-
haps, on the Chinese border. One of these would be a second major
Chinese operation against Vietnam. I think the Russians were in-
hibited from doing 1t the last time. I think it is by no means cer-
tain that if there are renewed Chinese-Vietnamese operations on a
large scale, that they would feel that they could not stand idly by
without doing something.

The danger, if that kind of a situation developed, with an action
and interaction, that both sides would try to control it and limit
it, but these kinds of things have built-in dangers of escalation. That
kind of contingency which they might regard as a very limited thing
in its objectives, has dangers of going beyond that, and it seems to
me in real terms one should be concerned about it.

Mr. WartiNG. I agree.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you both, gentlemen. Mr. Pillsbury has joined
us, and I ask you to proceed. You can either summarize your statement
or read it in full, if you so desire. If you decide to summarize, with-
out objection the entire statement will be included in the record.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL PILLSBURY, SENATE POLICY STEERING
COMMITTEE

Mr. Pruespury. Thank you. I think I will summarize my statement
just very briefly.

I began by talking about your fascinating article in the Washing-
ton Star on May 81, “What do we want from China?”’ Mr. Chair-
man, that same day Chinese Vice Premier Geng Biao was visiting the
North American Air Defense Command Headquarters in Colorado.
The American official party with Geng Biao excluded the American
press and explained to them that this was a top-secret facility, so they
could not go inside with the Vice Premier, nor could they ask any
questions afterwards.

I want to begin with that moment in time in the long history of
Chinese-American relations because it is astonishing that an instal-
lation as intimate as that one could be visited by a senior Chinese
Communist military official, in fact, the Secretary General of the
Military A ffairs Commission in Beijing.

After the call was put forward by you on May 31 to have a series
of hearings and a debate discussing China policy, how appropriate
it was on the very same day that this Chinese visit occurred. And
not more than 5 days later Assistant Secretary Richard Holbrooke,
almost as if responding to yon and I am not sure of that, of course—
delivered the most significant address on China policy that this ad-
ministration has yet put forward.
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So in a way the questions you have already begun to raise and
the points you have made are being examined. Surprisingly, after
normalization occurred the debate on China died down. The atten-
tion of the press focused mostly on the China-Vietnam relationship
as opposed to our own policy. If Mr. Holbrooke’s speech isn’t a direct
response, it is a very big step in the right direction. I am very grateful
to be part of your first hearing. I want to wish you luck in the ones
you have in the future.

Most of my statement asks how much we really know about the
Carter administration policy for China already. My answer is, “Not
very much.” So, I quote at length from Mr. Holbrooke’s address on
June 4 what he calls the principles for the decade ahead—in fact, he
uses the plural, “For the decades ahead”—for our relations with
China.

Some of those principles, in fact one in particular, No. 6, I think
have been very much influenced by the work of Doak Barnett at
Brookings who has talked for many years about how global issues in-
volving environment and arms control, and energy problems, cannot
or at least should not be addressed without the cooperation of China.

BIPARTISAN CONSENBUS

Some of the other principles, I would say four of the six, are quite
similar to what I would call the bipartisan consensus about China
policy. However, the fourth point is somewhat unusual, and coming
at the end of an administration of 314 years of rather surprising—at
least to me—press leaks of classified documents about China policy,

it seems to me that the fourth point in Mr. Holbrooke's speech bears
rather close examination. I could mention just as quick background
the names of some of those leaks or documents that have occurred
in the last 314 years that we have all heard about but actually never
had the administration comment about—PRM-10, PRM-24, PRM-
31; and most recently something tantalizingly referred to as CG-S.
In many cases actual quotations were given in the New York Times
and the Washington Post, and other newspapers, from those docu-
ments,

Leaks seem to occur during policy debates.

So, one has the rather strong impression that after 814 years of
fairly intense debate about China policy enough of a consensus has
been established within the administration that Mr. Holbrooke can
now come forward with a rather detailed account of what the Carter
administration has in mind for the future,

Since that speech was made, we are really in a new situation. Some
of the questions you raised, however, were not fully answered. For
example the last statement on the record by an American official con-
cerning the defense of China against Soviet attack or Soviet ll}ressuru,
the topic you were addressing, was by Secretary Kissinger who made
two different comments in October and in November of 1976 in which
he talked about the hypothetical possibility of a Soviet attack or
Soviet pressure on Chimna. He said he would take an extremely dim
view of this. I do not have the exact quotation, but the language made
it quite clear, at least in Moscow which responded [Inﬂ:liclv within 24
hours, that the United States would not stand idly by in the event of
a Soviet military effort against China.
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SOVIET PRESS ATTACK

The Soviet press attacked Mr. Kissinger for “meddling” in Sino-
Soviet affairs and made a comment which is not unfamiliar to us here,
that they had no thought whatsoever of using force against China, and
simply attacked Mr. Kissinger for even raising this possibility.

Mr. Holbrooke’s fourth principle is not specifically focused on the
Soviet Union. He is talking in the abstract for most of the discussion.
“We will continue to pursue our interest in a strong, peaceful, and
secure China.” I am quoting here. “A China confident i its ability to
defend its borders against foreign aggression enhances stability in
the Pacific and on the Eurasian landmass and therefore contributes to
our own security and that of our allies.”

Then he goes on to rule out two specific possibilities. “We do not
sell arms to China,” he says, “or engage in joint military planning ar-
rangements with the Chinese.”

Then comes one of the most interesting phrases in this entire
speech—there are several more just like it—he says, “The current in-
ternational situation does not jusify our doing so.”

Now, if I can skip from that section to the very end of my statement,
I have three other examples of what I call the qualifying clauses in his
sree('h. In my view these three qualifying clauses amount to perhaps
the most threatening statements that this administration has dared to
make in the direction of the Soviet Union. The first one—perhaps
the mildest—is the phrase, “Strategic factors remain a central con-
sideration in our relations.” Now, the context of this clause is that he is
implying the very opposite. He states that triangular relations are
no longer a conceptual framework for our policy toward China. So,
the general thrust of his first point out of the six is that we have moved
beyond the old days of triangular diplomacy and now we are in a
period of bilateral ties with China, really for their own sake and for
the sake of global issues that can be addressed.

Yet, the qualifying clause, as I mentioned, is that the strategic factor
remains a central consideration.

AMBIGUITIES

The next qualifying clause I want to mention is the one that begins,
“In short, relations with China are not a simple function of our rela-
tions with the Soviet Union.” In my statement I underlined the word
simple in “not a simple function of our relations with the Soviet
[Tnion,” because this word raises the rather intriguing possibility of
what exactly is simple in that context.

Then, the rest of that statement is, “Although the pace of their ad-
vance has been and will continue to be influenced by changes in the
international environment.” Here, we have a certain ambiguity. On
the one hand, it can be a perfectly legitimate comment about interna-
tional diplomacy—you always want to keep vour options open. On
the other hand, I believe, in the context of the third qualifying clause
it takes on a more threatening aspect. That third clause is, “In the
absence of frontal assaults on our common interests we will remain—
as at present—friends rather than allies.” T underlined “common in-
terests” because that is not defined anywhere in this speech, and of
course the question that Secretary Kissinger was raising in 1976 was
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that preventing a Soviet assault on China would in fact be a “common
interest” of both Washington and Peking. But, again, the context of
this whole paragraph is a denial by Mr. Holbrooke that there is any
thought of having an alliance relationship with China. Yet, the thrust
of that particular clause, it would seem to me, is in the other direction.
That is to say, a warning has been given to the Soviet Union—in my
interpretation—that if certain undefined actions are taken, then cer-
tain relatively clear consequences will follow: an alliance with China,
or at the very least that the pace of the advance of our ties with China
will be stepped up. Short of a Soviet assault, the overall international
environment may also play some role in this, according to the speech.

WHAT IS OUR POLICY ?

So, I wanted to highlight that principle for you because it seems to
me that the question of United St.at.os—(‘]hina policy really has to begin
with a statement of what is our policy now. To the degree that your
series of hearings can be successful, it seems to me you will have to be-
gin with trying to be as clear as possible about what are we beginning.

It is not clear, but it is highly likely that we have now, through the
speech of Mr. Holbrooke, a public and declared security commitment
to the defense of China in the event of a Soviet, assault on that country.

Mr. Worrr. Do you think that is good or bad ?

Mr. Prirssury. I think by the end of your hearings I can look for-
ward to reading the answer fo that question. [Laughter.]

It would be premature to give everything away on the very first day.

[Mr. Pillsbury’s prepared statement follows:]

PPREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL PILLSBURY, PROFESSIONAL DEFENSE CoON-
SBULTANT, SENATE REPUBLICAN POLICY STEERING COMMITTEE

Chairman Wolff, I appreciate the opportunity to be here today, and I have
read your article in the Washington Star on May 31 entitled “What Do We
Want From China?’ The day your article calling for a public debate on our
future China policy appeared, the press reported the visit of China's Vice Pre-
mier Geng Biao to the headquarters of the North American Air Defense Com-
mand in Colorado after a day touring Fort Carson where he watched an exer-
cise involving infantry, tanks, artillery, air defense, and combat-engineering
troops, according to the Los Angeles Times. Reporters were not allowed to ac-
company Geng Biao inside the top secret facility, according to the L.A. Times,
nor to ask him any questions later. Yet this rather astonishing moment of con-
tact between the Chinese and American defense establishments went almost
unnoticed in the press, illustrating very well your point that “public debate
and consideration of China policy has all but disappeared—at exactly the
wrong time.” After the American public was told in the 1960s that it must
oppose Vietnamese aggression against Saigon in order to teach a lesson to
the Red Chinese, perhaps no one is eager to explain to the public today why
those same Chinese should bhe visiting our secret military installations after
they have been busy this past year teaching the Vietnamese a lesson themselves.
Has the world really changed so much? Or was someone wrong before? Or is
someone wrong now ? These are crucial issues. Your hearings come at the right
time. What is more, you seem to have received a first response already.

I am referring to the speech by Assistant Secretary of State Richard Hol-
brooke on June 4 entitled “China and the US: Into the 1980s” which rather
cryptically deseribed Vice Premier Geng Biao's visit this way: “His discus-
sions with Defense Secretary Brown, with the President, the Vice President,
and the Secretary of State have played a key role in defining what is now de-
sirable and possible in terms of a modest American contribution to China's mas-
sive modernization needs.” To me, this means that another step has been taken
in the Carter Administration’s China policy, but the Administration would pre-
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fer not to discuss the details, In fact, this is a consistent policy of discretion,
or shall we say secrecy, with regard to China that has continued for many years.
This discretion probably accounts for the lack of public attention that you
have descrived, Mr. Chairman. You ean’t debate a policy that you don’t know
is there.

HOLBROOKE SPEECH

Therefore, I suggest your hearings begin with a detailed discussion of Mr.
Holbrooke's speech. It may be the best—and the only—answer to the questions
you have raised.

I might add that there may be excellent reasons for discretion in discussing
our China policy. First, the Chinese may have requested confidentiality. Secre-
tary Kissinger’s memoirs are candid about China, but he must have preserved
a few details, at the very least, and his first volume takes the story only as
far as 1972. Mr. Holbrooke's speech features a sample of the kind of material
that may be in the lengthy U.S.-China talks since 1972 when he reports that,
“Chairman Mao told us privately as early as 1973, the United States must
not attmept to stand on China’s shoulders to strike at the Soviet Union.”

A second reason for secrecy in China poliey may be to avoid gratuitous provoca-
tion of the Soviet Union—or others—by drawing attention unnecessarily to the
strategic potential that closer Chinese-American cooperation could bring one day.
In November 1976, for example, the Soviet media reacted swiftly to remarks by
Secretary Kissinger that the United States would take “an extremely dim view
of a military attack, or even military pressure, on China.” I have not seen similar
remarks by the Carter Administration, even after Afghanistan, as, as you know,
Chairman Wolff, there is great concern in some parts of Congress and the
Administration that we should not provoke the Soviet Union because of its
alleged paranoia about the West, its alleged insecurities about its world status,
and its alleged restraint in defense spending which, if released by Western prov-
ocation, would bring on an expensive arms race,

BECRECY ON CHINA POLICY

Leaving aside the obvious career advantages to the select few mid-level officials
and former officials who seem to prefer to act and speak ever so mysteriously
about U.8.-China relations so that the rest of us will eternally wonder what else
may have been going on, there is yet a third reason for preserving secrecy about
China policy. It may simply be politically inexpedient to discuss it because the
necessary publie and Congressional consensus to support certain policy initia-
tives does not yet exist. If this is the case, Chairman Wolff, your hearings will
face almost overwhelming obstacles from the Carter Administration, unless you
.can persuade the President’s staff that you can help them build such a consensus
if they will tell you what their China policy is.

Now let us focus on Mr. Holbrooke's speech since it may be all Congress is
going to get until new books of memoirs are published in the 1980s. When those
memoirs will become available may depend on Governor Reagan, of course.

Interestingly, Mr. Holbrooke's speech does not allow for the possibility that
Governor Reagan may wish to pursue a different policy toward China. He
specifically states that, “Broad American interests are engaged; it would be
difficult for any future Administration to reverse the trend.”"” This may be a ques-
tion you wish to explore.

SIX PRINCIPLES

In fact, the six principles that Mr. Holbrooke has put forward are worthy of
debate. They are subject to interpretation and considerable shift in emphasis. I
will focus today only on the fourth one, which to me is the most interesting. For
the record, if you don't have a copy, the six principles for “the decade to come”
are:

“First. We will developed our relations with China on their own merits * * *
the famous triangular diplomacy of the early 1970s is no longer an adequate
conceptual framework in which to view relations with China.

“Second. Our new friendship with China need not and will not be pursued at
the expense of our relationships with others. * * * There will be no ‘division of
labor' with China in Southeast Asia or elsewhere.

“Third. We will continue to recognize our national interest in a friendly and
successfully modernizing China * * *. It should be a source of some satisfaction
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that China, in pursuing modernization has asked us to play such an important
supporting role.

“Fourth. We will continue to pursue our interest in a strong, peaceful, and
secure China. A China confident in its ability to defend its borders against for-
eign aggression enhances stability in the Pacific and on the Eurasian landmass
(sic) and therefore contributes to our own security and that of our allies, We do
not sell arms to China or engage in joint military planning arrangements with
the Chinese. The current international situation does not justify our doing so.
Neither we nor the Chinese seek such an alliance relationship. Nevertheless, we
can and will assist China’s drive to improve its security hy permitting appro-
priate technology transfer, including the sale of carefully selected items of dual
use technology and defeusive military support equipment. We have begun to do
80. * * * Secretary Brown's and Vice Premier Geng's visits have also initiated
a process of regular dialogue between our respective defense establishments.
We expect these useful exchanges to broaden and grow in the years to come.

“Fifth. We will adhere scrupulously to our normalization understanding with
respect to Taiwan,

“Sixth. We will actively pursue our efforts to enlist the energies and talents
of the Chinese people in global efforts to address the common problems of human-
kind. It is obvious that no such problem—whether of the environment, of food
and population, of global energy and resource management, of economie develop-
ment, technology transfer or arms control—ean be successfully addressed with-
out the positive participation and contribution of China."

Now, Mr. Chairman, with only a few deletions, those are the six prineiples.
You will note first that the entire speech contains almost no reference to the
Soviet Union. Nor does it say what China wants from us. Nor does it address how
much and what kind of support we may have to provide to Taiwan under the
Taiwan Relations Act. Thus, the three most important questions to me are sim-
ply left to the audience to interpret. I believe that a correct interpretation of
this speech should be a key objective of your hearings. It must be the basis for
any debate on the Carter Administration’s China policy.

I would be happy to answer any questions you have about what may be in-
tended in Mr. Holbrooke's speech, but I have personally had no recent contact
with Administration officials about the speech. Frankly, I am uncertain if the
full consequences of some of the points in the speech have been appreciated by
Administration officials who may still cherish notions of detente with the Soviet
Union. In the part that I did not quote is perhaps the single most powerful point.
At three different places, the speech contains what I wonld eall qualifying clauses
that amount to perhaps the most threatening statements this Administration has
dared to make to Moscow. They are: “strategic factors remain a central consider-
ation in our relations. * * *” and “In short, relations with China are not a simple
function of our relations with the Soviet Union, although the pace of their ad-
vance has been and will continue to be influenced by ehanges in the international
environment,” and * In the absence of frontal assaults on our common interests,
we will remain—as at present—friends, rather than allies.” (I have added the
italics.) Mr. Chairman, these statements may be only so much rhetorie,
However, any close reader of the abundant leaks on China policy that have come
from the Carter Administration will know how important these words of Mr.
Holbrooke’s may be. The media has brought us hiuts of a debate on military ties
with China in documents called PRM-10, PRM-24, PRM-31, and even a “CG-8."
In some cases, lengthy quotations from these secret documents have been sup-
plied to bolster one side or another, In the context of three years of these leaks,
I have been surprised at how lightly the press has taken Assistant Secretary Hol-
brooke’s remarks of June 4. We would have heard much more about it if he had

only stamped it top secret, given it a faney letter and number and made a dozen
copies for his staff and colleagues.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much.

Mr. Guyer.

Mr. Guyer. Mr. Chairman, T came in late and T do not feel really
qualified to pinpoint precise questions.

I am enormously interested in the triumvirate who appear here to-
day because they represent some very authoritative views on a very
mystical subject. When one considers, for instance, the relative infancy
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of America as a country in comparison to these time-honored tradi-
tional countries it does emphasize how little we know about our neigh-
bors and how much catching up we have to do.

FRIENDS AND PARTNERS

If anybody at random were to take a shopping list of people with
whom we do business and to whom we sell any measure of arms, or
defense equipment, or even technology—whether it be computers or
something more related to striking capability, nuclear weaponry, it
would be amazing how few times we would actually come to rescue
people with whom we are doing business.

I think at the outset anyone in diplomacy, or international under-
standing should be able to discern that sitting down to dinner with
somebody does not assure the fact that if that somebody is attacked
during dinner you are going to be their ally. You can be there on a
totally social basis and not as a partner, should something happen
outside.

For example, I am certain that the People’s Republic of China, hav-
ing experienced a friendly relationship with at least two Presidents,
is very worried as to who the next one might be. I am confident that
the Soviet Republic is also concerned as to what change of attitude will
be should there be a turnover in government.

One of the dangers of trying to arrive at conclusions here is the
fact that we have 435 Members of Congress and each one expresses
what he thinks is our country’s posture—mothing could be farther
from the truth.

For any one of us to speak out, you could certainly misread what
could possibly happen. I am not trying to deal in generalities now. For
example, President Ford invited four economists to come to the White
House, not one of whom predicted a recession that was around the
corner, not. one.

I return to Harry Truman who called in some economists, You re-
member the old story, he said, “What is ahead ” He said, “On the one
hand this might happen, on the other, this might happen.” He said,
“What I want is a one-armed economist.” [Laughter.]

You may remember that.

ECONOMIC RELATIONS

I am of the opinion that we can have a very friendly unilateral re-
lationship with any given country on the basis of its own merits with-
out making us the surrogate or anointed defender beyond those perim-
eters. I think this could happen and should happen.

I think the breakthrough of some of our modern relationships is the
result of a persistency toward an economic friendship, which I think
is the ultimate goal anyhow.

I think it would be a no win situation were the United States to
regard an overt war between China and Russia as an invitation for us
to take sides. I think this would be very inadvisable and certainly
would be inexcusable. I think we should learn also from the experience
in Vietnam that surrogate wars are also not the most practical way
to prove points.
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So, I am very interested because I believe that coexistence is possible
under certain conditions of humanity, and certainly by being a family
of nations, which the U.N. is trying to be, we do not have to run out
with the dogs and the shotguns every time some incident happens
somewhere around the world.

I am more and more coming to the conclusion that just like the old
preacher who got to point out certain sins, and when he hit on the one
that hit the one fellow in the audience he said, “Now he is not preach-
ing, he is meddling.” When you get into that area where it starts to
affect you, then it becomes a brand new situation.

BIPARTISAN DIPLOMACY

I prefer to listen rather than talk because I do believe that we should
really reward ourselves by the depth of study and dedication that peo-
ple like yourselves have given these very imponderable subjects. I
think it 1s very important for our future’s sake to know what would
happen after next November, which direction we go.

The sad part about America is, as I look backward, we have a great
many people in America who can predict the past beautifully, and very
few who really can tell us what is around the corner. Looking backward
I see where we have made enormous mistakes because depending upon
even one person’s judgment a maelstrom emerged because of one per-
son’s miscaleulation, or misadventure, or wrong recommendation. I can
point to at least one war where one person’s statement started that war,
without being specific.

I think this is sad because if there is one thing that is very difficult
about American diplomacy it is the fact that every time we change
administrations we change positions.

1f we are going to ever become a community of nations on a world-
wide basis, people like Mr. Wolff and those on the subcommittees and
larger committees are going to have to be willing to do as was done
back in the days of Vandenberg when we did have bipartisan diplo-
macy. That could happen again and should happen.

Mr. Wovrrr. Thank you, Mr. Guyer. I might say in the nature of
bipartisan foreign policy, we have been trying to get in touch with
Mr. Reagan to come before this committee and ask him what his ideas
are on China policy.

Mr. Guyer. He 1s going to come in.

Mr. Worrr. He isg

Mr. Guyer. Yes.

Mr. Worrr. Very good, that is very significant.

Mr. Mica. Mr. who? [ Laughter. ]

Mr. Wovrr. Mr. Mica.

KEEPING SECRETS

Mr Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In fact, I might just say, speaking about raising other issues, I think,
Mr. Pillsbury, your comments raise an entire new issue which is prob-
ably not germane to this committee, how our military could conduct
top-secret. training exercises in front of individuals from a foreign
government whom I would suppose we would be protecting our secrets
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from. We will not let Americans in. Who are we keeping the secrets
from ? That was noted in the first part of your statement.

It really does raise a question in my mind if our American people
are not allowed to know, but their chief military officer sees all our
secrets. I would like to follow that up. i

Also, I notice in your “quotable quotes™, both Mr. Barnett, I believe,
and you indicated that Mr. Holbrooke felt that we have a great com-
mon interest in China because if we could make China more capable
of defending its own borders.

Mr. Pirisgury. Yes; that is right; that is in point 4.

Mr. Mrca. “A China confident in its ability to defend its own borders
against foreign aggression enhances stability in the Pacific,” et cetera.
I tend to wonder, maybe you can tell me, if the military is the basis
for a great deal of our relationship, if they were confident in that
ability, would they then be turning as much to us as they have? Why
would they need us?

Mr. Barvert. They are not confident in that ability.

Mr. Mica. I am saying, once they become that way, would it be your
opinion—if they became confident—the very basis of the relationship
that we are trying to build and what we would like to see them be-
come, could that not be the demise of the relationship?

PROTECTING PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA SECURITY

Mr. Barnerr, In theory, yes—if I could respond to that—but in
reality, if you want my judgment, within this century China has no
realistic possibility of achieving lparity with either of the super powers.

So, for the foreseeable future all China can do with, effort on the part
of itself is to improve its sense of security in a defensive way.

However, I think it makes a difference as to how China goes about
trying to protect its security. I think the present leadership is very
wise in viewing some modernization of their military as necessary, but
not putting this as a top priority objective even with their domestic
problems because they realize they have some very fundamental eco-
nomic and social problems that they have to put higher. This means
that unless there is a basic change in this it is true that China is going
to continue to be relatively weak.

I think, therefore, speaking as an American observer of China, that
China’s problems of enhancing its security over the next 10 or 20 years
depends upon the entire pattern of relationships that it develops with
friends, and with adversaries. I think it does need friends, and they
are looking for them, But it also needs, I think, a careful look at how
it deals with its major adversaries—at the present time the Soviet
Union—because it is possible for a situation to arrive in which the
Soviets could be provoked into action in which the Chinese would not
have the capability to prevent the Soviet Union from very damaging
action. T repeat that phrase “damaging action” because the Soviets are
not about to invade China.

But the Soviets could be provoked into that, and the kinds of re-
lationships that we develop could deter or provoke it. It is a very
delicate matter and I think our objective should be to develop re-
lationships that are sound and important, that have a deterrent
rather than a provocative effect.
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MILITARY HARDWARE

Mr. Mica. I agree with you. I am going to say that T hope we can
build that relationship, but I just have a great deal of fear and concern,

Maybe some of you saw thig picture of the Boeing 708 that they are
constructing. In a way this is a great question in my mind. We sold
them a commercial airplane, a 707, and they immediately tore it down
and apparently are rebuilding it from patterns they made from the
one that we sold them. It frightens me in terms of military hardware.
That leads to the basis why I asked the original question.

Do you suppose that they would be willing to sign a SALT-type
verification treaty that we have so often debated here? That deals
with missiles, of course, but T am talking about other military items
that we have provided in joint ventures, if you will, in defense. Would
they be willing to go all the way in that type of arrangement to show,
the good faith that we have demanded, say, of the Soviets and we have
not been able to work it out ?

Mr. Barnerr. They are certainly not prepared to now, but I would
say understandably, they are so weak, relatively speaking. If one
is trying to be fair and look at all the complexities and try to put
yourself in the Chinese place you have to understand that they zeel
so vulnerable and so far behind the Soviet Union and the United
States that I think one has to expect that they are going to make an
effort to try to improve their defensive military capability. I think
that has to be accepted and understood.

I do not think it should be disturbing as long as this is obviously
directed toward improving their defensive capability. I would hope—
and incidentally, T was coauthor of a book some years ago, urging
that we worked ultimately to get the Chinese into international arms
control. But T think it is probably unrealistic to expect that they are
going to consider it until they feel that they are somewhat more de-
fensively strong than they are at the present time.

Mr. Warrine. I would like to pick up that point you referred to, if
I might, about the Boeing. I do not think that Americans realize how
much the Soviet Union has been selling China in the way of heli-
copters, long-range jet transport aircraft and other kinds of equip-
ment which has military possibilities. T have flown 8,000 miles in a
new Soviet jet aircraft with a 175-person capacity in China, the
IL-62. Deng Xiaoping came to Paris in 1973 in a long-range Soviet
jet; at that time they were not ready to fly the Boeing. The Soviet
Union grants in its sales to China the kinds of defense support equip-
ment that we have now agreed to sell China. Tt is really the larger
context in which that equipment can be used that you ought to think
about.

I would second Doak’s stress upon the terrible defensive liabilities
the Chinese have at the present time. So, whether they are developing
a new fighter based on the Mig, or whether they are developing a
transport based on the Boeing, it is not going to make a major differ-
ence in their military capacity.

NEED TO BUILD RELATIONS

Mr. Mica. T agree with what you are saying. T would simply say
this: I think historically we have helped a great number of nations
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come of age in the world. and every once in a while one has come of
age and has come back to sting us. T think that we need—and my own
position on this committee would be to build a lasting relationship
and do everything we can—that we need to do everything we possibly
can to look ont for the possibility of creating a situation where we
have let too much information out of our own control and put onr-
selves in a sifuation where it would be difficult for us.

I totally agree with the need to build this relationship. The only
thing in my mind stronger is the need to look out for our own interests.

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Hall.

CHINA'S OVERALL INTENTIONS

Mr. Hacw. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Gentlemen, we have talked a little bit about our policies, the admin-
istration’s policies, toward China. I would like to try to get some kind
of understanding from you as far as what China’s intentions are, or
do we have a clear reading of their intentions, toward the United
States and the Soviet Union?

Mr. Warrine. T would like to answer that one. First, I would
underline what Doak said earlier about their military modernization
being the last in their four modernizations. I think there is a priority
listing with agriculture, industry, science, and technology coming
first. I think China’s intentions over the next 5 to 10 years can be taken
at face value—that is, to build a strong and viable domestic economy
that can meet the demands of a large population, that can raise living
standards and provide some basis of independent technological capa-
bility. The Chinese do not want to be dependent on off-the-shelf pur-
chases from foreign countries. They do not want to be dependent
upon foreign advisers. They do not want to be dependent on sending
their people overseas. If they can do something by 1990 and finish
this off by the year 2000, I think that is their intenfion. In the mean-
time they want to keep their environment sufficiently stable and suffi-
ciently peaceful so that they will not have to call upon their obso-
lescent military forces,

Now, I do not think we or the Chinese can see beyond 5 or 10 years
in terms of their leadership, the individuals or the interests that may
at that time be shaping policy.

I have been encouraged very recently by evidence of the desire to
improve the Sino-Indian relationship to the point of possibly wrapping
up the border dispute that has been there for more than 30 years and
which erupted in small violence in 1959 and major conflict in 1962.
If they can negotiate compromise settlements with their other neigh-
bors, perhaps at the end of this decade there will not be this agenda
of issues which is presently outstanding.

On the other hand, T was discouraged by the fact that when they
signed the Treaty of Peace of Friendship with Japan in 1978, their
Vice Premier did not concede their claim to the Senkaku Islands ad-
ministered by Japan but said, “Maybe the next generation can solve
this better than we can.” Tt would have been a very small but very
significant gesture to give up this claim to unpopulated rocks that lie
between Taiwan and Okinawa.

Territorial issues are sensitive in all countries. They raise politics
domestically and they raise nationalistic sentiments. How these will
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work over time one simply does not know. So, I cannot fully answer
your question about intent. They have compromised in some cases with
their {\Ion;:olian neighbors and with other countries. In some cases
they have held out. The islands in the South China Sea are a very good
example. That is the kind of context that Mr, Barnett referred to ear-
lier. Were the Chinese to go for further islands claimed by Vietnam,
and Vietnam were to attempt to defend those islands, the Russians
might have a role that they would be called upon to play—providing
naval assistance to Vietnam,

So, there are no simple predictions that can be made, One can look
at certain probabilities and certain limited horizons. It is because of
that uncertainty that I think military modernization leaves many ques-
tion marks because it will take 10 years to be effective and I frankly
do not know 10 years from now wﬁat will be the Chinese posture on
these outstanding issues.

Mr. Harv. Thank you.

UNITED STATES—PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA POLICY

Mr. Worrr. We have now a quorum call, it is no longer a notice
quorum, and though I would like to spend much more time draining
you of all the knowledge that you have and your advice and counsel,
I do not think we can continue on because I do not know if the other
members can come back.

I would ask that if we have some questions that we might be able
to submit them to you in writing and have you respond.

Just one final question, Mr. Pillsbury. Do you think we have a China
policy today ?

Mr. Prurssury. Do I think we have a China policy today? I think
there are grave questions about the meaning of the official statements
that the administration has made. There is enough room for inter-
pretation, it seems to me, in the range of statements that they have
made that one can very well raise the question that you have just
raised.

I think it is possible, with Governor Reagan bringing up the ques-
tion of the China policy even more than he already has during the
campaign, maybe there will be better answers then from the Carter
administration.

Mr. BarNETT. Do you have 2 minutes before your quorum call?

Mr. Worrr. We have just 1 minute.

Mr. Barnert, Thirty seconds is not enough. Some other time.

Mr. Worrr. I would like in writing from each of you—to sort of
pull this together—whether or not you think there is a China policy
and what the China policy is. If you have an idea of what it is, T would
like to know.

I might say to all of you that I think this committee does not have
a monopoly on, but we have had more material printed on China policy
than any other committee of the House, and we would be delighted to
get copies on that.

We thank you, gentlemen, and we appreciate your helping us to try
to make some decisions that will have an impact on the future.

The subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:30 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.]
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The subcommittee met at 2:15 p.m., in room 2200, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Lester Wolff (chairman of the subcommittee)
presiding.

Mr. Worrr. The subcommittee will come to order.

Before opening the meeting today, I would like to make a short
statement relative to the somewhat volatile issue that has been bandied
about with reference to some recent statements.

I believe the recent controversy over what our basic semantic dif-
ferences about continued relations with the people of Taiwan is as
unfortunate asit is ill advised.

In the first place, it needlessly confuses the People’s Republic of
China as to the true intentions of the United States, in addition to con-
fusing the American people as to the real basis of the current relation-
ship between the United States and the People’s Republic of China.

In the second place, by raising to such prominence issues which
were fully debated and settled by all of the parties involved, the re-
newed debate does no service to the real interest of the people of
Taiwan either.

Through my three missions to the People’s Republic of China and
close personal contact over many years with many friends on Taiwan,
I have witnessed firsthand and participated in the delicate discussions
which helped to clarify the difficult issues now being obscured by the
present debate.

TATWAN RELATIONS ACT

As a floor manager for the Taiwan Relations Act and as cosponsor of
the so-called Kennedy-Wolff amendment on the continuing U.S, in-
terest in Taiwan security, I can speak firsthand to the sophisticated
political and diplomatic solution represented by the act as finally
passed by the Congress. And I think the events of the past vear have
amply justified our determination that the real interests of the people
of Taiwan, the People’s Republic of China, and the people of the
United States would be protected by law, and that our relations with
both the people of Taiwan and the People’s Republic of China will
continue to expand and prosper.

(73)
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I do think that it is important that this situation be clarified today
so that there are no misunderstandings. I think instead of looking
back we should continue to look forward.

Mr. Prrrcuarp. Mr. Chairman, I would also like to make a state-
ment that I don’t think anyone in rn]itic-ul life today in this country
wants to turn the clock back, or could turn the clock back.

I think our course is very sure and steady. I think we have made
good progress. And I would like to reaffirm, at least on this side of the
table over here; that in no way does anybody from my party want to
turn the clock back. We look forward to a very strong and increasingly
stronger ties with the People’s Republic of China.

Mr. Worrr. Not at the expense, I am sure, of the people of Taiwan.
I shoudn’t even add that.

This afternoon, the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs re-
sumes its current series of hearings on U.S. China policy and Sino-
American relations.

At our initial hearing on July 22, the subcommittee focused on the
United States-People’s Republic of China bilateral relationship and
on concrete steps we can take to build a strong and enduring relation-
ship with China, one capable of avoiding the radical and wrenching
swings which have historically characterized our relations with that
country.

BROADER STRATEGIC CONTEXT

Today, our concern is with the broader strategic context of our rela-
tionship. At a time when there is increasing public discussion over the
advisability of military ties with the People’s Republic of China, the
subcommittee believes 1t imperative to address the Sino-American rela-
tionship in the context of the United States, as well as China’s rela-
tions with the Soviet Union.

To set the scene for today’s hearing, let me briefly and nerally
summarize the testimony taken at our July 22 hearing. On that occa-
sion our witnesses were: Mr. A. Doak Barnett of the Brookings Insti-
tution ; Mr. Allen Whiting of the University of Michigan’s Center for
Chinese Studies; and Mr. Michael Pillsbury of the Senate Policy
Steering Committee,

Broadly speaking, our witnesses shared the view that, in developing
our relationship with the People’s Republic of China, primary empha-
sis should be placed on an expansion of economic, educational, scien-
tific and cultural relations.

There was also a consensus that, while we share a common security
interest vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, we also have other, divergent inter-
ests and approaches to international problems. Beyond the present level
of military contacts, Mr. Barnett and Mr. Whiting cautioned against
proceeding too far, too fast in the military field.

Finally, there was a general concern with a lack of clarity and defi-
nition, with the studied ambiguity in the administration’s recent state-
ments on the objective and purposes of our China policy.

TRIANGULAR RELATIONS

As I noted above, the focus of today’s hearing will be on the trian ri-
lar or trilateral relationship between the United States, the People’s
Republic of China and the U.S.S.R. And, among the key questions the
subcommittee is interested in exploring this afternoon are:
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One, what results can we expect our new ties with the People’s
Republic of China to have on the U.S.S.R.? What sort of a reaction
can we expect should the United States-People’s Republic of China
relationship develop an increasingly military nature?

Two, bearing in mind our historic lack of understanding of China
and our failure to foresee major shifts in Chinese policy, how clear of
an understanding do we have on Peking’s intention toward the United
States and of our role in China’s policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union?

Three, can we realistically expect the Soviet Union to put aside 20
years of conflict with China and view the Sino-American relationship
In a bilateral context and not directed against the U.S.S.R.?

Finally, some Pentagon officers are reported to judge that U.S. mili-
tary ties with China are an important “quick fix” for the recent widely
publicized strategic imbalance in East-West relations: is there an ele-
ment of this kind of thinking in our current policy toward China ?

Again, we will be particularly interested in the view of our witnesses
with respect to the validity of the triangular relationship as a frame-
work for the conduct of our relations with both Peking and Moscow.

Future hearings in this series are scheduled for September 17, 23,
and 25.

RESOURCE BASE

In conclusion, T would announce that it is the intention of the sub-
committee to use these initial hearings as a resource base from which
we will conduct an intensive and extensive review of China policy and
Sino-American relations during the coming 97th Congress.

With the above thoughts in mind, we welcome today’s witnesses, the
Honorable Malcolm Toon, former U.S. Ambassador to Moscow ; the
Hon. Raymond Garthoff, former U.S. Ambassador to Bulgaria; Dr.
Vladimir Petrov, Sino-Soviet Institute, George Washington Univer-
sity ; and Mr. Banning Garrett, Research Associate, Institute of Inter-
national Studies, University of California at Berkeley.

Gentlemen, if you don’t mind summarizing your testimony, without
objection your entire statement will be included in the record.

And we turn to you Ambassador Toon.

STATEMENT OF HON. MALCOLM TOON, FORMER U.S. AMBASSADOR
TO MOSCOwW

Mr. Too~. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

It is always a privilege, if somewhat a chore, to be here before your
congressional committee, and T appreciate the invitation to express my
views on this very important topic.

As you know, Mr, Chairman, I have no formal written statement,
nor do I have even a formal oral statement. I think you should under-
stand, after 11 years as an Ambassador with access to a fairly sizable,
talented staff and with competent secretarial help, I find myself now
somewhat handicapped when I’m called upon to present a formal state-
ment, a formal text of remarks, or speeches, or testimony or what have
you. And while I have from time to time called upon my good wife
for assistance, I must say in all frankness she is not enchanted by this
sort of task nor enamored of it. So I call upon her only when absolutely
necessary and as infrequently as possible.

66-437 0 - Bl - 6
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So I hope you will bear with me, Mr. Chairman and your colleagues,
if I confine my remarks to a few brief informal observations based on
some notes that I have scratched out and reserve most of my time for
questions from you and your colleagues in the time allotted to me.

If that is agreeable to you, Mr. Chairman, I will proceed with a few
observations.

Mr. Worrr. Please proceed.

FOR NORMALIZATION

Mr. Toox. First, let me make clear at the outset that while I have
some reservations about the way this administration has gone about
the business of normalizing our relations with China—reservations
which I gather from your statements, Mr. Chairman, you share, at
least to a degree, in part—but despite my reservations, I have been and
am a firm supporter of the decision on normalization.

For years it made no sense to me as a Foreign Service officer to iso-
late ourselves from the world’s most populous nation and potentially
one of the world’s superpowers. And this, frankly, was the view of
most Foreign Service officers, at least those with whom I was well ac-
quainted, despite the inroads on the Foreign Service made by the per-
niciousness and the excesses of the McCarthy era.

But this, to have a rational policy toward China, not any desire to
tweak the bear’s nose by the so-called playing of the “China card,” was
the principal reason for my recommendation for and support of a pol-
icy of normalized relations with the Chinese.

In fact, from the outset I have felt strongly, and I so recommended
from Moscow when I was Ambassador there, that we follow a policy of
strict even-handedness in dealing with the Soviets and the Chinese in
all aspects of our relationship. When I say all aspects, I mean all—
trade, including most-favored-nation treatment, and technology trans-
fer; strategic considerations, including arms supplies; foreign policies,
including equal condemnation of misbehavior abroad; human rights,
including balanced treatment of violations wherever they may occur.

DEVIATING FROM EVEN-HANDED POLICY

I think the record shows clearly that despite our announced inten-
tion to be even-handed in our approach to the Soviets and Chinese,
and despite our private assurances to this effect to the Soviets, we have
seriously deviated from this policy.

We have accorded most-favored-nation (MFN), treatment, as you
know, to the Chinese but not to the Soviets. And while it is true that
we managed to wrest from the Chinese some sort of understanding,
which as yet is not clear to me, to satisfy the requirements of the Jack-
son-Vanick amendment or legislation, I feel this is largely cosmetic
and not of real substance.

We have licensed technology for the Chinese, which has been tra-
ditionally banned to the Soviets. We have remained singularly silent
about violations of human rights in China, and I think it is generally
recognized they have been massive down through the years; and at
the same time we have blasted the Soviets for their treatment of their
dissidents, and rightly so.
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And now it seems we plan to sell arms to the Chinese. Tt is elaimed
by Mr. Brown and others that these will be defensive arms, but even
with my 5 years in the Navy in World War II, T have never under-
stood the subtleties of distinguishing between offensive and defensive
arms.

It seems to me if we start down this road, we don’t really know
where the end will be. And T think frankly, we ought to be very care-
ful indeed about taking this route.

Now, please don’t misunderstand me. T think all of you know from
my record I would never recommend being lax with the Soviets, either
by giving them weapons or vital technology, or by forgiving them
their sins.

SHOULD NOT FAVOR PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

I think it is clear from what T have said publicly and from my pri-
vate recommendations from Moscow that I oppose doing anything
that would strengthen the military potential of the Soviets, for T be-
lieve strongly they are avowed enemies of everything we stand for.
And it is equally clear from what I have said that I believe we should
expose and condemn their misbehavior and penalize them for their
misdeeds when it is not contrary to our own interests to do so and
when we can muster appropriate support by our friends and allies.

But T do not think it serves our purposes or our interests or those
of the free world to raise the suspicions and the hackles of Moscow by
according favored treatment to their sworn enemy, the Chinese.

There are important reasons why this is so, and certainly one of
them is not that I feel compunction about offending the Soviets or
even, frankly, going back on our word with Moscow. T*ve always main-
tained that if, in fact, we find one of the commitments we may have
made to the Soviet Union no longer in our basic national interest, T
hope we would have the guts to back away from that commitment. So
therefore, I'm not particularly disturbed about going back on our
word to Moscow.

But I do feel that when we do so we should be clear in our own minds
that we are in a real sense advancing our basic national interests and
not indulging in a sophomoric desire to tweak the bear’s nose.

We must recognize first that the Soviets are so paranoid about China
that if they felt we were developing a tight political relationship with
Beijing, as the capital is now called. with possible military overtones
and targeted on Moscow, they would be perfectly capable of doing
something irrational.

And second, that in the long run a Chinese nation of 114 billion
people with a developed economy and a powerful military machine
may very well represent as much of a threat to our basic interests as
the Soviets do now.

That is what T wanted to say more or less in a formal way, Mr.
Chairman. T would be glad now to try to answer any questions that
you micht have.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much, Ambassador

What we plan to do is to have the statements of all of the individ-
uals first, and then ask you to participate as a panel.

I would like to welcome Dr. Garthoff and ask if you will make your
statement.
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Sir, if you will summarize, we would appreciate it so that we can get
time for questions. The entire statement will be included in the record.

STATEMENT OF HON. RAYMOND GARTHOFF, FORMER U.S.
AMBASSADOR TO BULGARIA

Mr. Garrrorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will condense to about
10 minutes my remarks.

I am very pleased to participate in your hearings, and T welcome the
attention you are giving to the connection between American-Chinese
relations and our relations with the Soviet Union.

I should like, at the outset, to state my own belief that it was in the
interests of the United States to establish diplomatic relations with the
People’s Republic of China, and that it remains in our interest to de-
velop those ties on a basis of mutual advantage, recognizing areas of
congruent interests but also other areas of differing and sometimes
conflicting interests.

Parenthetically, I am prompted to remark that it would be most un-
fortunate if a succeeding administration were even inadvertently to
prejudice American relations with the People’s Republic of China ow-
ing to sentimental or thwarted past preferences for some other rela-
tionship than the one quite satisfactorily devised to govern our rela-
tionship with Taiwan.

It is appropriate, indeed necessary, that we weigh the impact of
American-Chinese relations on our relations with the Soviet Union.
But in the first instance they should rest on a foundation of considered
interests vis-a-vis China.

PLAYING THE CHINA CARD

A great deal has been said about the United States “playing the
China card” against the Soviet Union. To couch our China policy pre-
dominantly in terms of impact on the Soviet Union would be unsound.
So would be any effort to play off China and the Soviet Union against
one another. What is appropriate is to take into account implications
of our China policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, and vice versa.

Given that the Soviet Union is the only power in the world at present
capable of posing a vital threat to the United States, we rightly give
special importance to any situation which could affect our security in-
terests in the adversary relationship which exists between the Soviet
Union and the United States.

To the extent that the Soviet Union sees a normalized and friendly
relationship, it may be restrained in some actions. There is however, a
fine line between developments in Sino-American tries which serve to
deter adverse Soviet actions, and those which provoke them. T am not
speaking merely of what the Soviet leaders like or dislike, but about
developments which, as Ambassador Toon remarked, they may see as
hostile and as threatening to their security, requiring a Soviet response.
And it is in this respect that T believe our previously sound China
policy has become unbalanced over the past year, a point to which T
shall return presently.

We should recognize that the area within which the United States
can influence the Sino-Soviet relationship is limited. We did not know-
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ingly or in any important way contribute to the rift between the two
powers, and we should not assume that we could manipulate it even if
we wished to.

But we can and do affect the implications of Sino-Soviet conflict for
ourselves, whether we always appreciate these effects or not. And that
is where it becomes particularly important to take account of Soviet
perceptions of the Sino-American relationship, and especially of the
motivations they ascribe to us, as well as their judgment of the conse-
quences of particular developments in Sino-American relations.

During the early development of an era of détente and negotiations
between the United States and the Soviet Union, which seems now a
very long decade ago, it is quite likely that one factor inducing the
Soviet leaders to pursue such a path ‘was the deterioration in Sino-
Soviet relations.

The border clashes on the Manchurian and Mongolian borders of
Siberia in 1969 coincided with the first moves in Soviet-American
relations. Perhaps coincidentally, but even if so symbolically, the
Moscow announcements of forthcoming initial Soviet-American
SALT negotiations, and of Sino-Soviet border talks, were made on
the same day in October 1969. And Soviet threats in 1969 to strike
Chinese nuclear facilities may have contributed to Chinese decisions
to normalize relations with the United States.

SBECRET CONTACTS

Direct secret United States-Chinese contacts began in December
1969. In 1970, the Soviet Union sought unsuccessfully to conclude an

agreement with the United States directed against China if the latter
were to engage in surreptitious military actions designed to provoke a
conflict between the United States and 1.S.S.R. Whether the Soviets
were really concerned over such a contingency, or saw such an agree-
ment with the United States as useful in blocking a Sino-American
rapprochement, is not entirely clear. In any case it was rejected, as had
been earlier probes in 1969 of possible joint action to neutralize Chinese
nuclear facilities.

Turning now to the more recent past and current situation, much
has happened in the period since the negotiation and establishment of
fully diplomatic relations with the People’s Republic of China a year
and a half ago. Without making a comprehensive review, it may be use-
ful to note some salient developments, with a particular eye on Soviet
perceptions of American objectives and actions.

Despite direct American assurances to Moscow in 1978 and 1979, and,
indeed, ever since 1969, that our improving relations with China were
not directed against the Soviet Union, Soviet suspicions have remained.
These suspicions have grown since May 1978, when Dr. Brzezinski,
visitilng Peking, spoke rather openly of baiting “the Polar bear” to the
north.

The development of closer ties between Japan and China, encour-
aged by the United States—quite wisely, in my view—also aggravated
their concern over Sino-American ties. A new and more ominous clobal
“encirclement” of the Soviet Union was seen. This was also exacerbated
by other developments, including Soviet fears of the possibility of
American and Cilinese acquisition of a foothold in A fghanistan.,
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Of particular importance was the impact on Moscow of the con{'unc-
tion of moves at the end of 1978 and beginning of 1979. First of all, not
only did the United States move to establish full diplomatic relations
with China, but it did so at a time and in a way which gave precedence

to that action over the conclusion of the SALT II treaty and schedul-
ing of an American-Soviet summit meeting.

DENG VISIT

The visit of Deng Xaioping to the United States in January 1979
was of particular moment because of his hints during the visit of a
Chinese attack on Vietnam to “teach them a lesson”—an event which
did occur in February. The U.S. opposed the Chinese invasion, and
attempted privately in advance to dissuade the Chinese from it. We did
not, however, consult with the Soviets on this impending threat to the

ace.
peSome Soviet commentary, probably for propaganda purposes,
claimed or implied American collusion in the ghinese attack, but the
real Soviet judgment probably was that the Chinese had successfully
used the Deng visit to neutralize American opposition and to convey an
impression of American support which Moscow understood we did not
really give.

At the same time, the Sino-American rapprochement did pose real
uncertainties to Moscow on how the United States would react if the
Soviet Union were to meet the Chinese attack on Vietnam, a Soviet
aiI{, by a similar measured Soviet military move against China.

n that sense, it may have helped deter such a Soviet move. But
it left Moscow concerned at the Sino-American tie as a hostile develop-
ment which at least China, if not also the United States, might ex-
ploit in other ways as well against Soviet interests. The Chinese, in
other words, were playing “the American card” against U.S.S.R.

PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA INCURSION INTO VIETNAM

The Chinese incursion into Vietnam, which China indeed may have
considered safer to undertake after establishing American ties, clearly
had a number of adverse effects on American interests. The Vietnamese
tie to Moscow was strengthened, and Soviet use of military bases in
Vietnam was increased. The United States was put in the position of
a semi-ally of China and of Pol Pot’s Kampuchea. Risks of a Soviet-
Chinese direct conflict grew. And Soviet suspicions and concerns over
the Sino-American rapprochement grew greatly.

During the months flnllowing the Chinese attack on Vietnam, Sino-
American relations, especially economic ties, continued to develop on
a broad scale. Many high level visits took place. The development which
most alarmed Moscow was Vice President Mondale’s statement, dur-
ing his visit to China in August 1979, referring to “parallel” Ameri-
can and Chinese “strategic interests,” particularly in view of what has
happened in 1980,

The United States did seek initially to maintain a balance in its re-
lations with China and the Soviet Union, and adopted an “even-
handed” approach, aimed at extended equal trade and other privi-
leges—and restrictions—to both major Communist powers.
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But, as Ambassador Toon noted, during 1979, as Anierican-Soviet
relations continued to deteriorate, we abandoned in practice the even-
handed approach. By December we granted most-favored-nation
(MFN) trade status to China, but not to the Soviet Union, despite
statements only months eariier of our intention to couple them.

These developments were noted by Moscow with deepening suspicion.
Meanwhile, despite these developments, the Chinese believed that we
were not doing enough to support them and to counter the Soviet
Union. Seeing their interests best served by bad relations between
the United States and U.S.S.R., they opposed such moves as the Carter-
Brezhnev summit, the SALT II Treaty, and the continuing MBFR
and CSCE negotiations in Europe.

SHARP TURN IN U.5. POLICY

The sharp turn in American policy following the Soviet occupation
of Afghanistan reinforced all those tendencies. Secretary of Defense
Brown’s visit to Peking—when no American Secretary of Defense has
ever visited Moscow—set the tone. The visit had been scheduled before
Afghanistan, but some of the statements made during that visit, and
especially ensuing developments, marked a further U.S. turn to closer
Chinese ties, and to evident efforts to coordinate actions counter to the
Soviet Union.

In particular, the decision to provide a range of military equipment
to China contravened our own stated policy position of just months
earlier. Moscow could not fail to see this as development of an anti-
Soviet coalition, just as they had earlier suspected and feared.

Most striking of all was the enormous difference in American reac-
tion to the partially parallel Chinese and Soviet military interventions
that opened and closed the year. When Communist China invaded
Communist Vietnam with several hundred thousand men in Febru-
ary 1979, the U. S. deplored the act but proceeded at that very time
with a visit by Secretary Blumenthal and the expansion of Sino-
American economic ties.

In January 1980 the United States reacted to the Soviet military oc-
(‘u{)ation of Communist Afghanistan in late December by a punitive
policy including sharp curtailment of a wide range of political, eco-
nomic and cultural relations with the Soviet Union.

To be sure, there were significant geopolitical differences in these two
situations, and I do not suggest our reaction should necessarily have
been the same. But from Moscow’s perspective, the United States was
not only applying a double standard to the Soviet action as compared,
in their eyes, with some past American actions, but even as compared
with China.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In concluding, T should like to make briefly six recommendations:

One, American policy toward China should be based primarily on
American interests vis-a-vis China, with clear recognition of areas of
common or congruent interests. and other areas of diverging and op-
posing interests.

Two, the United States should take account of Soviet sensitivities
in framing our relationship to the People's Republic of China, and vice
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versa, but we should be guided by our own interests—which include not
permanently alienating again either the U.S.S.R. or People’s Republic
of China.

Three, the United States should not try to play a “China card”
against the U.S.S.R., not only because that exacerbates United States-
Soviet relations, but also because it distorts United States-Chinese
relations; if and as we are able again to improve American-Soviet re-
lations, we might then antagonize and disillusion the Chinese over our
relationship with them.

Four, China is not an ally of the United States and we should not
become an ally of the PPeople’s Republic of China. When we have
common interests, our pursuit of them will come naturally, but we
should not enter into commitments or alinement.

Five, the United States should not build up Chinese power—in par-
ticular military power—because of the implied commitment, because
it would unnecessarily provoke the Soviet Union, because it would
orient Chinese development away from needed economie pursuits, and
because Chinese interests differ from our own and the Chinese may
sometime use this power in ways detrimental to American interests.

Finally, the United States should return to a balanced policy of even-
handedness toward the Peop'e’s Republic of China and the U.S.S.R.
The United States may curtail or suspend some benefits to one or the
other owing to actions we regard as objectionable, as we did following
the Soviet occupation of Afghanistan, but our basic policy should re-
main one of desiring equal good relations with both powers when and
to the extent their actions allow. Both should be treated on an equal
basis so long as their policies justify it, for example, MFN, equal
COCOM restrictions. Curtailing or withholding benefits from one
power, however, should not mean tipping the balance and granting
premium benefits above the common equal standard to the other. The
United States not only imposed penalties on the 1.S.S.R. in 1980, we
also made a “ti't” toward the People’s Republic of China which un-
balanced our own stance, which was not in our interests,

[Mr. Garthoff’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF HoN., RayMoxp GArTHOFF, FoRMER U.S. AMBASSADOR
T0 BULGARIA

THE SINO-AMERICAN RELATIONSHIP FEOM THE SOVIET PROSPECTIVE: IMPLICATIONS
FOR U.8, POLICY

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to participate in your hearings,
and I welcome the attention you are giving to the connection between
American-Chinese relations and American relations with the Soviet
Union.

I should like, at the outset, to state my own belief that it was
in the interests of the United States to establish diplomatic relations
with the People’s Republic of China, and remains in our interest to
develop those ties on a basis of mutual advantage, recognizing areas of
congruent interests, but HIE}U other areas of differing and sometimes

conflicting interests. It is appropriate, indeed necessary, that ve

also weigh the impact of American-Chinese relations on our relations

with the Soviet Union, but in the first instance they should rest on a
foundation of considered interests vis-a-vis China.

A great deal — indeed, too much — has been said about the United
States "playing the China card" against the Soviet Union. To couch our
China policy predominantly in terms of impact on the Soviet Union would
be unsound. So would be any effort to play off China and the Soviet
Union against one another. What is appropriate is to take into account
implications of our China policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union, and

vice-versa.
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Given that the Soviet Union is the only power in the world at
present capable of posing a vital threat to the United States, we
rightly give special importance to any situation which could affect our
security interests in the adversary relationship which exists between
the Soviet Union and the United States. The rift between the two
principal Communist powers which erupted two decades ago was, without
doubt, a development of great importance and advantage to our own
security interests. The full implications of this fact were,
regrettably, not clear to policy-makers in the time of our deepening
involvement in Vietnam. They were, however, among the considerations
which led the last three administrations to restore normal diplomatic
relations between the United States and the People”s Republic of China.
(Parenthetically, I am prompted to remark that it would be most
unfortunate if a succeeding administration were even inadvertently to
prejudice American relations with the PRC owing to sentimental or
thwarted past preferences for some other arrangement tham the one quite

satisfactorily devised to govern our relationship with Taiwan.)

More bluntly, it is in American interests for the rift between the

Soviet Union and the People”s Republic to continue. It would not,
however, serve our interests if the conflict between those two powers
were to erupt in war. The Sino-Soviet conflict affects American
interests, for example, by leading the Soviet Union to station about
one-fourth of its conventional and theater nuclear military power
oriented against China.' If those forces were not so deployed, they (or
the resources they represent) would be available for commitment
elsevhere. Beyond ‘that, to the extent that the Soviet Unioﬁ sees a

norralized and friendly Sino-American relationship, it may be




restrained in some actions. There is, however, a fine line between
developments in Sino-American ties which serve to deter adverse Soviet
actions, and those which may provoke them. I am not speaking merely of
vwhat the Soviet leaders like or dislike, but about developments which
they may see as hostile and as threatening to their security, requiring
a Soviet response. And it is in this respect that I believe our
previously sound China policy has become unbalanced over the past year,
a point to which I shall return presently.

We should recognize that the area within which the United States
can influence the Sino-Soviet relationship is limited. We did not
knowingly or in any important way contribute to the rift between the
two powers, and we should not assume that we could manipulate it even
if we wished to. But we can and do affect the implications of
Sino-Soviet conflict for ourselves, whether we always appreciate these
effects or not. And that is where it becowes particularly important to
take account of Soviet perceptions of the Sino-Americam relatioaship,
and especlally of the motivations they ascribe to us, as well as their
judgment of the consequences.

During the early development of an era of detente and negotiations

between the United States and the Soviet Union, which seems now a very

long decade ago, it is quite likely that one factor inducing the Soviet
leaders to pursue such a path was the deterioration in Sino-Soviet
relations. The border clashes on the Manchurian and Mongolian borders
of Siberia in 1969 coincided with the first moves in Soviet-American
relations. Perhaps coincidentally, but even if so symbolically, the
Moscow announcements of forthcoming initial Soviet-Azericam SALT

negotiations, and of Sino-Soviet border talks, were made on the same




86

day in October 1969. And Soviet threats in 1969 to strike Chinese
ouclear facilities may have contributed to Chinese decisions to
normalize relations with the United States. Direct secret U.S.-Chinese
contacts began in December 1969. 1In 1970, the Soviet Union fought
unsuccessfully to conclude an agreement with the United States directed
against China 1f the latter were to engage in surreptitious military
actions designed to provoke a conflict between the U.S. and the USSR.
Whether the Soviets were really concerned over such a contingency, or

saw such an agreement with the U.S. as useful in blocking a

Sino-American rapprochement, is not entirely clear; in any case it was

rejected, as had been earlier probes in 1969 of possible joint actiom
to neutralize Chinese nuclear facilities.

Turning now to the more recent past and current situation, much
has happened in the period since the negotlation and establishment of
full diplomatic rela‘tions with the PRC a year and a half ago. Without
making a comprehensive review, it may be useful to note some salient
developments, with a particular eye on Soviet perceptions of American
objectives and actions. Despite direct American assurances to Moscow
in 1978 and 1979 (and, indeed, ever since 1969) that our improving
relations with China were not directed against the Soviet Union, Soviet
suspicions have, perhaps naturall-y, remained. These suspicions have
grown since May 1978, when Dr. Brzezinski visiting Beijing and spoke
rather openly of baiting "the Polar bear" to the north. The
development of.closer ties between Japan and China, encouraged by the
United States (quite wisely, im my view), also aggravated their concern
over 5ino-American ties. A new and more ominous global "encirclement"

of the Soviet Union was seen. This was also exacerbated by other




developments including Soviet fears of the possibility of American and
Chinese acquisition of a foothold in Afghanistan, as the Marxist regime
there had increasing difficulties in attempting to exert control from
late 1978 to the end of 1979 and the direct Soviet military
intervention.

Of particular importance was the impact on Moscow of the
conjunction of moves at the end of 1978 and beginning of 1979. First
of all, not only did the United States move to establish full
diplomatiec relations with Chipa, but it did so at a time and in a way
which gave precedenée to that action over the conclusion of the SALT II
treaty and scheduling of an American-Soviet summit meeting. (Indeed,
the subsequent delay in.concluding SALT II, though the chain of events

could not have been foreseen at that time, may have been fatal to the

treaty.) The visit of Deng Xaloping to the United States inm January

1979 was of partiCu¥ar moment be?ause of his hints during that.visit of
a Chinese attack on Vietnam to "teach them a lesson" — an event which
did occur in February. The United States opposed the Chinese invasionm,
and attempted p:ivately_in advance to dissuade the Chinese from it.

(We did not, however, consult with the Soviets on this 1mpehdin3 threat
to the peace.) Some Soviet commentary, probably for propaganda
purposes, claimed or implied American collusion in the Chinese attack,
but the real Soviet judgment probably was that the Chinese had
successfully used the Deng.visﬁt to neutralize American opposition and
to convey an impression of Americanm support which Moscow understood we
did not really give. At the same time, the Sino-American rapprochement
did pose real uncertainties to Moscow on how the United States would

react 1f the Soviet Union were to meet the Chinese attack on Vietnam, a




88

Soviet ally, by a similar measured Soviet military move against China.
In that sense, it may have helped deter such a Soviet move. But it
left H.oscm.i concerned at the Sino-American tie as a hostile development
which at least China, if pot also the United States, might exploit im
other ways as well against Soviet interests. The Chinese, in other
words, were playing "the American card" against the USSR.

The Chinese incursion into Vietnam, which China indeed may have
considered safer to undertake after establishing American ties, clearly
had a number of adverse effects on American interests. The Vietnamese
tie to Moscow was stn;ngth-enec-i, -aud Soviet use .of military bases in
Vietnam was increased. The United States was put in the position of a
semi-ally of China and of Pol Pot’s Kampuchea. Risks of a
Soviet-Chinese direct conflict grew. And Soviet suspicions and
concerns over the Sino-ﬁmeAr!can rapprochement grew greatly.

During the months .follouing the Chinese attack on Vietnam,
Sino-American relations continued to develop on a broad scale.

Economic ties developed. Many high level visits took place. The

development which most alarmed Moscow was Vice President Mondale‘s .

stat ement, dﬁ-ring his visit to China in August 1979, referring to

"parallel American and Chinese strategic interests.”

The United States did seek initially to maintain a balance in its
relations with China and the Soviet Union, and adopted an "even-handed"
approach, aimed at extending equal trade and other privileges -- and
restrictions —— to both major Communist povers. But during 1979, as
American-Soviet relations continued to deteriorate, we abandoned in
practi‘ce the even-handed approach. By December we granted Most Favored

Ration (MFN) trade status to China, but not to the Soviet Unionm,
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despite statements only months earlier of intention to couple them.
These developments were noted by Moscow with deepening suspicion.

Meanwhile, despite these developments, the Chinese believed that we

were not doing enough to support them and to counter the Soviet Union.

Seeing their interests-best served by bad relations between the

U.S. and the USSR, they opposed such moves as the Carter-Brezhnev
summit, the SALT II Treaty, and the continuing MBFR and CSCE
activities. China opposed detente between the Western Powers and the
Soviet Union.

The sharp turn in American policy following the Soviet occupation
of Afghanistan reinforced all these tendencies. Secretary of Defense
Brown”s visit to Beijing -- when no American Secretary of Defense has
ever visited Moscow -- set the tone. The visit had been scheduled
before Afghanistan, but some of the statements made during that visit
and ensuing developqents mafked a.furthgr UD.5. turn to closer Chinese
ties, and to evident efforts to coordinate actions counter to the
Soviet Union. In particular, the decision to provide a range of
military equipment to Ch@na contravened our own stated policy position
of just a year earlier. Moscow could not fail to see this as
development of an anti-Soviet coalition, just as they had earlier
suspected and feared.

Most striking of all was the enormous difference in American
reaction to the partially parallel Chinese and Soviet military

" interventions that opened and closed the year. When Communist China
invaded Communist Vietpam with several hundred thousand men in February
1979, the United States deplored the act but proceeded at that very

time with a visit by Secretary Blumenthal and the expansion of
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Sino-American economic ties. In January 1980 the United States reacted
to the Soviet military occupation of Communist Afghanistan in late
December by a punitive policy including sharp curtailwent of a wide
range of politi?al, economic and cultural reiations with the Soviet
Union. -To be sur;, there were significant gébpblitical differences

the two situations, and I do not suggest our reaction should
necessarily have been the same. But from Moscow’s perspective, the
United States was not only applying a double standard to the Soviet
action as compared (in their eyes) with some past American actioms, but

even as compared with Chinal ~

In concluding, I shall like to make several recommendations.

1. American poliey toward China should be based
primarily on American interests vis-a-vis China, with clear
recognition of areas of common or congruent interests, and
other areas of diverging and opposing interests.

2. The United States should take account of Soviet
sensitivities in framing our relationship to the PRC, and

“vice versa, but we should be gﬁided by our own interests —

which include not permanently alienating again either the

USSR or the PRC.

3. The United State; should not try to play a "China
card" against the USSR, not only because that exacerbates
U.S.-Soviet relations, but also because it distorts
U-S-—Cﬁinege relations; if and as we are able to improve
Averican-Soviet relations, we might then antagonize and

disillusion the Chinese over our relationship with them.
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4. China is not an ally of the United States and we
should not become an ally of the PRC. When we have common
interests, our pursuit of them will come naturally, but we
should not enter into commitments or éliénment-

5. The United States should not build up Chinese
power -- in particular military power —- because of the
implied commitment, because it would unnecessarily provoke
the Soviet Union, because it would orient Chinese
development away from needed economic pursuits, and because
Chine%e interests differ from our own and ;he Ch;nese may
sometime use this power in ways detrimental to Americam
interests.

6. The United States should return te a balanced
policy of Even—hand;dness toward the PRC and the USSR. The
0.S. may curtail or buspend some benefits to ome or the
other owing to actions we regard as objectionable, as we
did following the Soviet occupation of Afghanistam, but our

basic policy should remain one of desiring equal good

relations with both powers when their actions allow. Both

should be treated on an equal basis so long as their
policies justify it (e.g-,-HFH, equal COCOM restrictions).
Curtailing or withholding benefits from one power, however,
should not mean tipping the balance and granting premium
benefits above the common equal standard to the other. The
United States not only imposed penalties.nn the USSR in
1980, we also made a Ttilt" toward the PRC which unbalanced

our own stance, and wvhich was oot in our interests.
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Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.
We will now proceed.
Dr. Petrov.

STATEMENT OF VLADIMIR PETROV, INSTITUTE FOR SINO-SOVIET
STUDIES, GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY

Mr. Perrov. Mr. Chairman, let me start by admitting my biases in
regard to international affairs. I consider every government in effective
control of a country as a legitimate interpreter of that country’s na-
tional interest; the morality or immorality of its internal and external
policies is outside the scope of my professional preoceupations. I accept
power politics as a fact of life but I am also aware that political prob-
lems can rarely be solved by military means and that dynamic security
policies severely tax the nation’s economic and political resources and
strain allied relationships. T do not regard threats of war, especiall
nuclear war, as a viable means of resolving United States-Soviet diz
ferences. Such threats create a credibility gap resulting in an unhealthy
urge to fill it by ever greater threats or by some action for the sake of
action, I believe that major nations are doomed to coexist with each
other whether they like it or not, and that no nation can obtain total
security. In my view, the principal threat to international order and
to our prosperity in the years ahead is posed by volatile politics in
Third World nations and by various regional conflicts which great
powers will be unable to control either separately or in concert. Fi-
nally, in discussing policy implications for the United States I lean
heavily toward wﬁat is feasible and try to keep in mind long-range
consequences of actions aimed at resolving crises at hand.

MOSCOW BECURITY CONCERNS

In addressing the subject of my testimony, Soviet perceptions of
United States-People’s Republic of China relations, I shall focus on
Moscow’s security concerns. But T bear in mind that such concerns can-
not be divorced from the basic political attitudes and what we may call
the “personality” of the Soviet Government in the conduct of its for-
eign policies, both of which are firmly rooted in Soviet historic experi-
ences. The principal Soviet strategic objective in tl'e last 25 vears has
been to frustrate the American strategy of “containment,” which calls
for drawing the line of resistance to the Soviets as close as possible to
their borders. In pursuit of this objective, the Soviets have cultivated
relations with nonalined nations with pronounced anti-Western color-
ation; they supported national-liberation movements in former Euro-
pean colonies; and they tried to hold together their alliance system,
whose members profess to be “socialist” in their internal makeup. The
expansion of this alliance system, purportedly supporting Soviet as-
sertions that the correlation of forces in the world has been shifting to-
ward socialism, has also formed the foundation of the Soviet, claim to
being a global power rivaling the United States.

KEEPING ENEMY OFF BALANCE

Exaggerating their strengths and downplaying their weaknesses
has long been a Soviet means of keeping the “enemy” off balance in
order to gain time for building up actual power and for enhancing




Soviet security. The appearance of Communist unity helped to create,
in the 1950’s, the image of Communist monolith, which was so men-
acing to us that it paralyzed our political initiatives and made the
artificial concept of a bipolar world dominate our strategic thinking.
One result was that in our preoccupation with the expansion of Soviet
influence we saw any shift to the left in any country’s politics as a
threat to our vital interests. Another result was that we have come to
regard the size of our strategic arsenal as a decisive measure of Ameri-
can power.

The Communist monolith, if it ever existed, disintegrated more than
15 years ago when the People’s Republic of China, by far the most
important Soviet ally, hated and feared in the United States since the
Korean war, asserted its independence from Moscow and assumed an
unmistakably anti-Soviet posture. This change was of enormous sig-
nificance to the Soviets. Instead of a powerful friend, seen as an exten-
sion of Soviet power, they acquired an enemy whom they perceived to
be threatening the physical security of the Soviet Union. Those of us
who remember the agitation in this country over Castro’s revolution in
Cuba, “only 90 miles from our shores,” during the 1960 Presidential
campaign, or even the recent excitement over the presence of a “Soviet
brigade” in Cuba, may only marvel at the relative composure with
whieh the Soviets have adjusted to the China menace.

Given their perception of China and their mode of dealing with re-
calcitrant junior allies, there was nothing the Soviets could do to pre-
vent China's defection. Because of Mao’s vigilance, they had no means
to manipulate internal Chinese politics. The harsh economic sanetions
which they imposed in order to break China’s will produced opposite
results in spite of the weak international position of the People’s Re-
public of China, and their attempts to isolate it in the Communist
world also failed. Tn 1969, the Soviets briefly considered the possibility
of a military action but dismissed it : China was no Hungary or Czecho-
slovakia. In time, Moscow accepted the reality of China’s alienation,
leaving the door for reconciliation formally open and praying that the
United States, then engrossed in the Vietnam war, wouldn’t take ad-
vantage of the virtual breakdown of the “socialist system.” By posting
sizable military forces along the border as a deterrent, they reduced
the Chinese threat to a controllable level. We can also assume that
conflict with the People’s Republic of China provided additional impe-
tus to the Soviet strategic buildup.

UNITED STATES-SOVIET DETENTE

With the launching of United States-Soviet détente in 1972, the
Soviets hoped that the concurrent United States-People’s Republic of
China rapprochement would not lead to an American-Chinese entente.
These hopes were based on our presumed concerns for the security of
Taiwan and the ASEAN states and on the assumption of the primacy
of relations with the Soviet Union in American foreign policy. The
subsequent developments have demonstrated that Soviet calculations
were erroneous. As the post-Vietnam syndrome wore out, the latent
American determination to regain the claim to world leadership—
inevitably measured in opposition to the Soviet Union—asserted itself.
While United States-Soviet relations deteriorated. United States-Peo-
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ple’s Republic of China grew more cordial, ultimately resulting in
normalization in December 1978.

As seen from Moscow’s vantage point, the Chinese are succeeding in
achieving their basic foreign policy objective, that of maintaining a
high level of tension between the United States and the Soviet Union.
After the People’s Republic of China, under Stalin’s pressure, inter-
vened in the Korean war, it became an international outcast, wholly
dependent on the Soviet Union for its security and economic assistance.
Having learned the painful lesson, the Chinese in the late 1950’s tried
to gain room for diplomatic maneuver by pushing the Soviets toward
confrontation with the United States. Their attempts to frustrate the
Soviet policy of “peaceful coexistence” with the United States—not
unreasonably perceived in Peking as designed to exclude the People’s
Republic of China from playing an active role in world affairs—have
been a cause of great irritation in Moscow. China’s refusal to be drawn
into the Vietnam war, in which they saw the Soviets pitted against
the United States, the anti-Soviet thrust of the “cultural revolution,”
and the territorial disputes led to a complete break between the Com-
munist giants. In the 1970’, as we know, the People’s Republic of
China shifted to the U.S. side by making a common cause with those
forces in this country which, in the face of the general weakening of
the American international position, sought to p%a_v the “China card”
against the Soviet Union.

RESISTING MANIPULATION

The Soviets fully anticipate that the Chinese will resist American
attempts to manipulate them, just as they resisted similar Soviet
attempts. The expectation in Moscow is that it will be the People’s
Republic of China which will increasingly influence U.S. policies as,
in our anxieties and frustrations, we become more dependent on
Peking’s friendship and goodwill. The Soviets see the Chinese as
providing a sense of direction for U.S. strategy in East Asia and else-
where, while retaining a maximum flexibility for themselves,

In countering the danger of the emerging United States-People’s
Republic of China coalition, the Soviets increased their support of
Hanoi in its ambition to dominate Indochina, and in the process to
deprive the People’s Republic of China of one of its few allies. Pol
Pot’s Democratic Kampuchea. We may also assume that the Soviets
sent their troops to Afghanistan out of fear that that client state might
fall into hostile hands as a result of internal disorders aggravated by
covert operations carried out of Pakistan, the principal ally of the
People’s Republic of China. The prospect of the neutralization of
Pakistan itself, currently a major Soviet objective, is a major cause
of worry to China.

A longer range Soviet goal is to exploit the growing strains in the
American security system. Just as the confrontational policies of the
Carter administration have brought China closer to the United States,
the same policies have accounted for a weakening of our influence in
Western Europe and Japan. None of our allies follows Carter’s tough
line, be it against Iran or against the Soviet Union; nor do they want
to have any part in our strategic undertakings in the Middle East.
Although they welcome a prospect of a stronger C‘hina counterbalane-
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ing the Soviet Union, in no sense do they regard it as a partner, capa-
ble and willing to coordinate its foreign policy with the West or to
integrate with capitalist demoeracies in social and economic terms.
Such attitudes offer the Soviets certain opportunities for diplomatic
initiatives aimed at reducing the impact 0} the United States-People’s
Republie of China entente on Soviet security, opportunities likely to
increase if Ronald Reagan is elected President of the United States.

SUPERPOWER CONFRONTATION

In my considered opinion, a direct superpower confrontation point-
ing to a military showdown cannot advance interests of this Nation.
In spite of all the scary and not very responsible war talk and greater
outlays for defense, we do not really intend to fight a nuclear war,
limited or otherwise, risking the lives of millions of Americans; and
we certainly are not equipped to wage a conventional war against the
Soviet Union, either by ourselves or together with the Chinese. Such
a war, be it in Europe or in the Middle East, is bound to escalate and
no nation, including China, is going to follow our lead to holocaust.
Short of war, the economic and political costs to this Nation of pursu-
ing a global strategy of “containing™ Soviet expansionism—whatever
that means—are enormous and, in a long run, unsustainable. On top
of it, even if we forge a security link with the Chinese while somehow
succeeding in preserving our existing alliances, there is absolutel
no reason to expect that a greater projection of American power will
induce the Soviets to mend their ways to our liking.

To sum up, I believe that in the 19807 the circumstances will force
us to redefine our national interest more modestly, and that we will
have to focus less attention on the Soviets and more on the areas of crit-
ical importance for this country’s well-being. T also hope that we will
come to understand that advancing stability in the world through
constructive economic and political policies 1s likely to serve our 1n-
terests better than ill-conceived and destabilizing arms transfers, de-
velopment of yet another and another weapons system, and resorting
to intimidation of friend and foe alike as a major method of our for-

eign policy.
FRIENDLY UNITED STATES-PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA RELATIONS

With regard to China, I feel that a friendly and cooperative rela-
tionship with it is all we should strive for, at least until that nation
completes the process of internal transition and charts its future course
with greater clarity. We can’t wish away the Soviet Union, but if we
are unable to find ways of getting along with it, we can at least stop
exaggerating Soviet desire—and ability—to damage our interests and
threaten our physical security. At the top of our national agenda I
would put the restoration of the economic power of the United States
and the strengthening, in genuine partnership, of its relations with our
traditional allies.

PERCEPTIONS AFFECT POLICY

One general observation. “Perceptions” affect government policies
but do not necessarily reflect actual concerns of the governments. Sec-
retary of Defense Brown says that he knows that the Soviets are pre-




96

paring for a “limited” or “prolonged” nuclear war but he is careful
not to assert that they intend to launch one, and what he actually
thinks, we don’t know. The publie, at least, is much more concerned
about the safety of nuclear reactors in powerplants than with the
possibility of annihilation of our whole Nation. Chinese leaders say
that the Soviets are on the march to conquer the world and that world
war I1I is inevitable, but whether they actually believe it, or even fear
the Soviets, we don’t know. The Soviets, juggling quotations from
Chinese public statements assert that the People’s Republic of China
is determined to become the leading world military power, but whether
they actually consider it likely to happen in this century or next, we
again don’t t:now.

Professional strategists, in evolving their concepts, cite military
capabilities of the would-be enemy as a proof of his evil intentions.
Then, having assumed that his intentions are evil, they project the
growth of his capabilities to scary dimensions—and hurry to devise
their responses accordingly. The result is a vicious cirele, for greater
military build-up demands perpetuation of the atmosphere of hostil-
ity, in the end producing less and less security for all concerned. We
don’t know whether perceptions of strategists are genuinely held or
have foundations in reality, but the possibility of a blowup and the
even greater possibility of exhausting our material resources in pur-
suit of unattainable security, remain with us. Eliminating these dan-
gers calls for a statesmanship which at one moment doesn’t obtain,
either in Moscow or in' Peking or in the United States.

Mr. Worrr. Dr. Petrov, we have a vote on that we have to answer
the call. We have a dual responsibility, so we will have to recess now.

Mr. Mica. Mr, Chairman, before we recess, T would just like to take
this opportunity, reading the comments that you used in opening
this meeting, I would like to associate myself with your comments
regarding the current Taiwan debate.

Mr. Wovrr. Thank you very much.

We stand in recess to go vote.

[ A brief recess was taken.]

Mr. Worrr. The committee will resume. We will continue with the
statement of Mr. Garrett.

You will please proceed.

STATEMENT OF BANNING GARRETT, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE,
INSTITUTE OF INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, UNIVERSITY OF
CALIFORNIA AT BERKELEY

Mr. GagrrerT. Mr. Chairman and committee members, T am especially
pleased to testify before this committee. Your 1975-76 hearings on
the Great Power Triangle remain a uniquely important public docu-
ment on Sino-American relations, and I hope this set of hearings is
equally successful.

Let me say at the outset that T prepared a very long testimony, as
I’m sure you are aware now.

Mr. Worrr. Your complete testimony will be included in the record.

Mr. Garrerr. T would urge people to look through it, because the
details in this particular type of testimony I think are of great
importance.
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The new American relationship with China has been one of the
most significant developments in U.S. foreign policy over the last
decade. The bilateral aspects of the United States-China rapproche-
ment, especially the normalization process, have received a great deal
of public and congressional attention. But the underlying strategic
aspect of the Sino-American connection—which pushed the two powers
together 9 years ago and continues to be the basis of the relationship—
has received remarkably little public discussion. I might add, with
the exception of your hearings.

Within the Government, however, the strategic relationship with
China has been the subject of intense debates for the last 7 years,
including a vehement struggle over whether to go public with the
issue of establishing military ties with China.

DETATLED DEFENSE PLANSB

Emerging from the struggle has been a series of detailed plans for
establishing such a defense relationship with China—a policy per-
ceived by both its proponents and its opponents as having potentially
profound repercussions on our relations with the Soviet Union.

In spite of the known risks, however, the Carter administration
has nevertheless come to embrace this policy. The Republican Party
platform speaks of “transferring to China technology with offensive
military applications,” and Ronald Reagan 4 years ago termed U.S.
arms sales to China a “natural development.”

In short, we are developing a military relationship with China
which is acknowledged to have far-reaching global implications for
the United States, and this relationship is likely to be continued re-
gardless of who occupies the White House next January. Yet there
has been little public discussion of this strategic realinement.

A primary reason for this. I think, is the extraordinary secrecy
with which this issue has been handled within the last three adminis-
trations. Probably no other issue has been more sensitive or more
closely held than that of establishing a military relationship with
China. I hope my testimony will assist the committee in its investi-
gation of the past, present, and future of United States-China policy
and its implications for United States-Soviet relations.

MAKING POLICY

I would like to explain briefly that T approach this subject as a po-
litical scientist whose research has focused on the U.S. decisionmaking
process and bureaueratie politics with respect to China policy, and the
interaction of the United States, the Soviet Union, and China as it
has influenced and been influenced by that process. I am completing
a book, “The ‘China Card’ and Tts Origins,” based on the results of a
3-vear study of the subject.

In the course of my investigation, I have interviewed nearly 100 cur-
rent and former U.S. officials in the Pentagon, the State Department,
the NSC, and the CTA. T must stress that this has been one of the most
secretive issues in the Government. Much of what follows in my testi-
mony, which T won’t read, has been based on interviews with many
sonrces, none of whom would tell the whole story.
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Let me say that I am as skeptical as anyone else doing this kind of
research about attaching undue significance to studies and contingency
plans. But in this case, my 3-year investigation leads me to conelude
that the studies and planning documents that I will discuss in my
testimony have been policy-oriented recommendations and plans that
have in fact shaped policy itself and have outlined the specific steps
for the implementation of that policy.

It is significant that these documents continue to be closely held
asmuch as 7 years after they were written. Others, of course, will have
to make their own judgments, and T hope this testimony will serve as
the basis for further investigation and evaluation.

UNITED STATES-PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA MILITARY RELATIONSHIP

Tt is my assessment that these studies in effect have added up to a
detailed plan for establishing a far-reaching military relationship
with China in an incremental, step-by-step manner, and that the pro-
moters of the plan have occupied key positions in the Government or
elsewhere to help move it forward over the last 7 years.

Besides providing essential insight into the origins of our new
military relationship with China, these studies also should help the
committee to better understand likely future developments in that
relationship. Except for a few leaks to the press, T believe the Clon-
gress—and often the State Department—has been kept in the dark
about these important planning documents and studies, almost all of
which were done for the Defense Department.

Before describing these studies and plans, it might be helpful to
discuss some of the key people who have been involved and to some
degree promoted the plan for military ties with China. These peo-
ple. although a small group, by no means form a clique.

There are many sharp differences and personal animosities among
them. Many of them will be familiar to this committee, and you will
see that they are not confined to one political party or one administra-
tion, and they include career consultants and political appointees.

PAST AND PRESENT PLAYERS

One of the more mysterious and secretive players in this drama,
Michael Pillsbury, who is now a defense policy adviser to Ronald
Reagan, testified before this committee at your last hearing held in
July. From reading his testimony, Mr. Chairman, T would say he told
you far less than he knows about the policy issues behind the speech
by Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke. which he analyzed
for this committee. This is an indication of the obstacles you are up
against in your investigation of China policy.

Pillsbury, whose name recurs again and again in this story as a
tireless lobbyist for military ties with China in the 1973-76 period,
is not the only Reagan campaign name involved. Former CTA analyst
Roger Glenn Brown and former CTA National Intelligence Officer for
China, James R. Lilley, were involved in the earlier years of this
debate. And Lilley last week was with Mr. Bush in Peking. They
have both been involved with the Bush campaign, and Lilley, who
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worked with George Bush in Peking in 1974-75. spent last week in
China with the Republican Vice Presidential nominee,

On the Democratic side, one key figure, who published the most
important articles on the subject before he joined the Carter adminis-
tration, is Richard Holbrooke. Another (J‘m‘ter appointee who left
the administration 1 year ago but before that drafted a key section
of the only interdepartmental study on military ties with China,
Presidential Review Memorandum 24, PRM 24, is Leslie Gelb. And
Michael Oksenberg, who was not involved until he joined Brzezinski’s
NSC staff in 1977, wrote important implementing documents before
he returned to his teaching post at the University of Michigan late
last year.

The permanent bureaucracy also has been important, with GS-15
and GS-16 officials involved from the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense, including Frank Tapparo, Lynn Rylander, and the current
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, Willard Mitchell.

Another participant who is well known to this committee is our cur-
rent Ambassador to Thailand, Morton Abramowitz, who sponsored
several key studies when he served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs, East Asia and the Pacific.

A number of other people have played in these roles, like Reginald
Bartholomew and Michael Armacost. I won’t go through all the peo-
ple, but I think it is important to understand there has been a small
number of people who have moved around in the same roles, switched
back and forth, and some have been very interested in pursuing this
policy. Several planning documents have been a key part of that
drama.

“1{‘32”

Based on interviews with many sources. Mr. Chairman, I believe
that the basic plan and rationale for establishing a military relation-
ship with China was completed in March 1974, and was called “1-32.”
It was written by Michael Pillsbury, then a Rand analyst.

These sources agree that Pillsbury had proposed the idea 6 months
earlier in a short memo that had attracted enough interest in the Pen-
tagon to get funding for I.-32. But they disagree about the contents
of 1.-32, some saying it was similar to an article by Pillsbury published
later, and others saying that the Rand study incfuded significant and

“explosive” material never published. I will discuss that publication
1n a moment.

BECRET MEETINGS

It is highly significant to note that Pillsbury’s plan was proposed at
a time when he was holding secret monthly meetings with senior
Chinese military officials at the United Nations. Pillsbury sent mem-
orandums about those meetings to about 20 key officials at the Pen-
tagon, CIA, NSC, and State Department. These quasi-official meet-
ings with the Chinese representatives of the People’s Liberation
Army General Staff, including the equivalent of two generals and an
admiral, apparently demonstrated serious Chinese interest in military
intelligence sharing with the United States, and in purchasing sophis-

ticated military equipment and technology from the United States—
this in 1973.
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I should add, however, that whether or not China would abandon
self-reliance and seek military equipment or security relations with
the United States was a very hotly debated issue within the intelli-
gence community at that time,

Although we remain largely in the dark about this mysterious
L-32, an article that sources agree was based on I-32 was published
in September 1975 by Richard Holbrooke, then editor of Foreign Pol-
icy magazine.

Mr. Chairman, you will recall the controversy generated by publi-
cation of the Pillsbury article by Holbrooke, as you invited Pillsbury
to testify at the Triangle hearings. My study indicates that despite the

ublic disavowals of the article, it was actually cleared by Richard

lomon at the NSC, who reportedly was not aware of its significance
at the time, and by other, higher officials. Whether Holbrooke was
aware of the origins of Pillsbury's article in the classified 1.-32, I do
not know. I believe he appreciated its broader significance, however.

My study also concludes that, unknown to key middle level officials
at the State Department, the CIA, and the NSC, publication of the
article in Foreign Policy was encouraged, perhaps for different reasons,
by both Secretary of State Kissinger, and Secretary of Defense Schles-
inger, as a trial balloon.

CONTROVERSY ON L—32

When L-32 was first distributed in the spring of 1974, it provoked
considerable interest and controversy within the Government, and led
to quiet Pentagon sponsorship of a number of other studies on the
subject over the next several years. Most of my requests for release of
these documents were turned down, and some of what I did receive
through the Freedom of Information Act (FOI) were heavily cen-
sored, including even in one case the table of contents.

I’ve attached one of the documents to my testimony because I think
it’s indicative of the subject matters discussed. There were several
studies—I won’t go through all this, Mr. Chairman, but I will just
mention that in late 1976, just before the Carter administration came
to power, two key studies were done by Rand, one by Mr. Pillsbury
called, “Methods of Interaction in United States-People’s Republic of
China Security Relations,” and the other was by Mr. Solomon entitled,
“Prospects for National Security Cooperation Between the United
States and the People’s Republic of China.”

The companion studies outline in detail proposed steps toward closer
security cooperation in several modes: contacts between defense estab-
lishments, including exchange of military attaches and visits by de-
fense ministers; sale of defense-related technology; exchange of in-
telligence; facilitation of Western European arms sales to China; and
limited direct U.S. military assistance to China. And many others, I
am told, through my interviews.

Like all the other documents that are classified, I have not seen them,
but I have been able to piece together some sense of what they are about.

STUDIES DONE IN 1976-78

Two more important studies were done in the 1976-78 period by
Lynn Rylander, then in Programs and Evaluation in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense. These planning documents, both entitled “Im-
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plications of Sino-Soviet Conflict for U.S. Defense Programs,” and
done in two volumes, covered peacetime and wartime implications of
the Sino-Soviet dispute.

Although the versions of the studies which I received under the
FOI are highly censored, it can be discerned that the documents ad-
dressed extraordinary subjects : the second volume examined in detail
Chinese military capabilities and possible Soviet military moves
against China. It then looked at U.S. options to counter those moves,
including, Mr. Chairman, available U.S. weapons systems for possible
security assistance to China, and the potential impact of various types
of direct U.S. participation on China’s side in a war.

I have attached this particular document to my testimony.

I was told by several sources that Consolidated Guidance No. 8, or
CG-8 as its authors called it, was a rehash of these earlier studies, espe-
cially the Rylander studies. CG-8 was done last year and excerpts of
it were leaked to the New York Times last October 4, shortly after it
was leaked that Secretary of Defense Brown would be going to China.

According to the Times and my interviews, CG-8 explored the possi-
bilities of U.S. wartime aid to China, joint contingency planning with
the Chinese, including the possibility of stationing U.S. warplanes,
naval vessels or even ground forces in China during a crisis. Among
the details addressed i1n CG-8 were pre-positioning of munitions an
equipment and plans for supporting base structures for U.S. forces in
China. The type of potential military cooperation with China de-
seribed in CG-8 is remarkably similar to U.S. military arrangements
with NATO allies.

Administration officials were quick to publicly dismiss CG-8 as a

“think piece” when it was revealed. But T hope subsequent events, in-
cluding Secretary Brown’s visit to China—and my testimony—will
convince the committee that CG-8 and other documents I have men-
tioned should be taken very seriously.

OUTLINING SPECIFIC MOVES

The record shows that many of the specific moves outlined in the
earlier studies have already been-implemented, including approval of
allied arms sales to China; apprnvaﬁ of transfer of selected items of
U.S. high technology with potential military applications; approval
of sales of selected items of nonlethal military equipment ; exchange of
military academy delegations, and exchange of visits of defense
ministers,

As far as T know, such steps as joint contingency planning or sta-
tioning of U.S. forces in China are very far from immediate options,
but the logic of the past suggests that they are steps that may be taken
farther down the road we currently are on.

UNITED STATES-PEOPLE’'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA POLICY FUNCTION OF
UNITED STATES-U.8.8.R. POLICY

Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that what is evident from
all studies of military ties with China—and from the internal debates
in the Nixon, Ford, and Carter administrations—is that America’s
China policy in the last decade has been in large part a function of our
Soviet policy and our strategy for dealing with the Soviet Union.
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China experts have tended to focus on Taiwan and the normaliza-
tion of relations, trade, cultural contacts and other bilateral issues,
while the policymakers were looking at global strategy vis-a-vis Mos-
cow and how relations with China factored into it.

Or put another way, the debate over military ties with China has
been in large part a debate over the impact of such ties on the Soviet
Union: Will a military relationship with China improve or worsen
the U.S. strategic position vis-a-vis Moscow ¢

Will it make the Soviets more compliant in negotiations such as
SALT and less adventurous in the Third World ? Or will it be counter-
productive, resulting in more uncompromising Soviet negotiating posi-
tions and more aggressive Soviet behavior?

Will it undermine détente or save it? Will it provoke a Soviet at-
tack on China or help deter it?

It is significant for the work of this committee that the only inter-
agency study that addressed the issue of military ties with China—
specifically the transfer of military-related technology to Peking—op-
posed such ties on the grounds that they were too risky. The study—
Presidential Review Memorandum 24—was leaked in draft form to
the New York Times in June 1977. It noted that the Soviets had en-
tered into détente with the United States in large part to head off Sino-
American collusion against them, and that if it failed to do so, they
might. completely reexamine their volicy toward the United States.

The committee may wish to inqlnire why this concern in spring 1977
apparently became “inoperative” less than a year later when the Carter
agministration decided to cstablish a security relationship with China.
Was there a new study or a later draft of PRM 24, section 3, that was
not leaked to the press that came to the opposite conclusion, that mili-
tary ties with China would provide useful pressure to produce more
compliant Soviet behavior? Or did the officials opposing military ties
with China—who were mostly in the State Department—simply lose
a power struggle without a new consensus ever being formed within
the Government ?

It is my impression that those people who proposed military ties
with China based their ideas in part on access to }?ighly sensitive in-
telligence reports and other sources of information and that they ex-
plored the subject in great depth. It would be invaluable for this com-
mittee to gain access to at least some of the information and to all of
the reasoning that went into shaping these views.

If it is a good policy idea, then I think its proponents should be
able to build a broad consensus behind it in Congress and the public.
If it is a flawed idea, then public discussion is urgent before the United
States becames more deeply committed.

[Mr. Garrett’s prepared statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BANNING GARRETT, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE, INSTITUTE OF
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY

THE ORIGINS OF THE STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CHINA AND THE UNITED
STATES

Mr. Chairman and committee members, T am especially pleased to testify before
this committee. Your 1975-76 hearings on the Great Power Triangle remain a
uniquely important public document on Sino-American relations and I hope this
set of hearings is equally successful,
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The new Ameriean relationship with China has been one of the most significant
developments in U8, foreign policy over the last decade. The bilateral aspects of
the U.S.-China rapprochement, especially the normalization process, have received
a great deal of public and congressional attention. But the underlying strategic
aspect of the Sino-American connection—which pushed the two powers together
nine years ago and continues to be the basis of the relationship—has received
remarkably little public discussion.

Within the government, however, the strategic relationship with China has been
the subject of intense debates for the last seven years, including a vehement
struggle over whether to go public with the issue of establishing military ties with
China. Emerging from the struggle has been a series of detailed plans for estab-
lishing such a defense relationship with China—a policy perceived by both its
proponents and its opponents as having potentially profound repercussions on our
relations with the Soviet Union. In spite of the known risks, however, the Carter
administration has nevertheless come to embrace this policy. The Republican
Party platform speaks of transferring to China technelogy with “offensive mili-
tary applications,” and Ronald Reagan four years ago termed U.S. arms sales to
China a “patural development.”

In short, we are developing a military relationship with China which is ac-
knowledged to have far-reaching global implications for the United States, and
this relationship is likely to be continued regardless of who occupies the White
House next Janunary. Yet there has been little public discussion of this strategic
realignment. A primary reason for this, I think, is the extraordinary secrecy with
which this issue has been handled within the last three administrations. Probably
no other issue has been more sensitive or more closely held than that of establish-
ing a military relationship with China. I hope my testimony will assist the
committee in its investigation of the past, present and future of U.S.-China policy
and its implications for U.8.-Soviet relations,

I would like to explain briefly that I approach this subject as a political scientist
whose research has focused on the U.8. decisionmaking process and bureaucratie
politics with respect to China policy and the interaction of the United States,
the Soviet Union and China as it has influenced and been influenced by that
process. I am just completing a book, The “China Card” and Its Origins,' based
on the results of a three year study of the subject.

In the course of my investigation, I have interviewed nearly one hundred
current and former U.S. officials in the Pentagon, the State Department, the NSC
and the CTA, T must stress that this has been one of the most secretive issues
in tne government. Much of what follows is a reconstruction based on interviews
with many sources, none of whom would tell the whole story. The more important
the roles the participants played, in fact, the less likely they were to cooperate.
No one showed me classified documents or information, although I was able to
reconstruct the trail of secret studies, and in the process I have obtained 78 pages
of secret documents through the Freedom of Information Aet and have confirmed
the existence of the other key secret studies on U.8, military ties with China,

Let me say that I am as skeptical as anyone else doing this kind of research
about attaching undue significance to studies and contingency plans, But in this
case, my three vear investieation leads me to conelude that the studies and
planning documents that I will diseuss in my testimony have been policy-oriented
recommendations and plans that have in fact shaped poliey itself and have out-
lined the specific steps for the implementation of that poliey. It is significant that
these docunments continue to be closely held as much as seven years after they
were written. Others, of course, will have to make their own judgments, and I
hope this testimony will serve as the basis for further investigation and
evaluation.

It is my assessment that these studies in effect have added up to a detailed
plan for establishing a far-reaching military relationship with China in an
incremental, step-by-step manner, and that the promoters of the plan have
occupied key positions in the government or elsewhere to help move it forward
over the last seven years. Besides providing essential insight into the origins of
our new military relationship with China; these studies also should help the
committee to better understand likely future developments in that relationship.
Execept for a few leaks to the press, I believe the Congress—and often the State

1To be published this fall by the Institute of International Btudles, University of
California, Berkeley. The study is also a Ph, D, dissertation for Brandels University.
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Department—has been kept in the dark about these important nlanning docu-
ments and studies, almost all of which were done for the Defense Department,

Before going any farther, I would like to note that the term “military ties”
covers a very broad spectrum of developments, ranging from selling China com-
puters with potential military applications or exchanging military attaches, to
a full NATO-like alliance relationship. Clearly the implications of potential
moves—especially their potential impact on the Soviet Union—are vastly dif-
ferent. Just which type of military ties should be implemented has usually been
the focus of debate in the last five years rather than a simple yes or no on the
general issue. Finally, the notion of establishing some sort of military ties with
China has been the essence of the “China Card,” as it has become commonly
referred to in the press.

As I have implied, the plan for developing a military relationship with China
was not the invention of President Carter or his National Security Adviser,
Zbigniew Brzezinski. Although one may question the wisdom of the policy or
the way it has been implemented, the emerging military relationship with China
cannot be explained as simply a knee-jerk reaction to Afghanistan of the Soviet
combat brigade in Cuba. My study shows that the plan for Sino-American military
relations—including most if not all the specific steps that already have been
taken—dates back seven years and has been addressed in hundreds of pages of
classified studies and plans in the years since 1973. And ecautious, halting steps
toward military ties with China have been taken since 1975, with many of the
aam:s actors pushing the policy then who are behind it in the Carter adminis-
tration,

Before describing these studies and plans, it might be helpful to discuss some
of the key people who have been involved and to some degree promoted the plan
for military ties with China. These people, although a small group, by no means
form a clique. There are many sharp diffecences and personal animosities among
them. Many of them will be familiar to this committee, and you will see that
they are not confined to one political party or one administration, and that they
include career consultants and politieal appointees. Remarkably, not only is the
number of participants small, but the number of key positions in the government
is even smaller and these people have often replaced each other in the key jobs.

One of the more mysterious and secretive players in this drama, Michael
Pillsbury, who is now a defense policy adviser to Ronald Reagan, testified before
this committee at your last hearing held in July. From reading his testimony,
Mr. Chairman, I would say he told you far less than he knows about the policy
issues behind the speech by Assistant Secretary of State Richard Holbrooke,
which he analyzed for this committee. This is an indication of the obstacles you
are up against in your investigation of China policy.

Pillsbury, whose name recurs again and again in this story as a tireless lobbyist
for military ties with China in the 1937-76 period, is not the only Reagan
campaign name involved. Former CIA analyst Roger Glenn Brown and former
CIA National Intelligence Officer for China, James R. Lilley, were involved in
the earlier years of this debate. They have both been involved in the Bush
campaign, and Lilley, who worked for George Bush in Beijing in 1974-75, spent
last week in China with the Republican Viece-Presidential nominee,

On the Democratic side, one key figure, who published the most important
articles on the subject before he joined the Carter administration, is Richard
Holbrooke. Another Carter appointee who left the administration a year ago but
before that had drafted a key section of the only inter-departmental study on
military ties with China, Presidential Review Memorandum 24 (PRM 24), is
Leslie Gelb. And Michel Oksenberg, who was not involved until he joined
Brzezinski's NSC staff in 1977, wrote important implementing documents bhefore
he returned to his teaching post at the University of Michigan late last year.

The permanent bureaucracy also has been important, with GS-15 and GS8-16
officials involved from the Office of the Secretary of Defense, including Frank
Tapparo, Lynn Rylander and the current Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Air Force, Willard Mitehell. Another participant who is well-known to this com-
mittee is our current ambassador to Thailand, Morton Abramowitz, who spon-
sored several key studies when he served as Deputy Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for International Security Affairs, Bast Asia and the Pacific. Also involved
have been Gelb's replacement at the State Department, Reginald Bartholomew,
who worked for Abramowitz in the Pentagon at one point and later at the NSC,
and Richard Holbrooke's current deputy, Michael Armacost. Armacost began
following the issue of military ties with China in 1974 for Winston Lord, who
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was then head of policy planning in the State Department. Armacost later
served on the NSC, then took Abramowitz's job at the Pentagon when the latter
went to Thailand, and finally returned to the State Department.

Another erucial actor in the drama is Richard Solomon, a leading academic
gpecialist on China who served on Kissinger's NSC staff from 1971 to 1976 and
then replaced Pillsbury as RAND's chief China expert. And, finally, a late-
comer to the game who nevertheless has become a key player in the last year,
is the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Robert Komer.

Although others have been involved, this list of more than a dozen actors
should give the committee a starting point for further investigation. But, Mr.
Chairman, your committee also needs to obtain the actual studies and plans
that many of these people participated in developing or pushing within the gov-
ernment since 1973 if you are to fully understand the policy that has already
been implemented, much less the next steps likely to be taken.

Based on interviews with many sources, Mr. Chairman, I believe that the
basiec plan and rationale for establishing a miltiary relationship with China
was completed in March, 1974, and was called “1-32." It was written by Michael
Pillsbury, then a RAND analyst. These sources agree that Pillsbury had pro-
posed the idea six months earlier in a short memo that had attracted enough
interest in the Pentagon to get funding for 1-32. But they disagree about the
contents of 132, some saying it was similar to an article by Pillsbury published
later, and others saying that the RAND study included significant and “explo-
sive” material never published. I will discuss that publication in a moment,

It is highly signiflcant to note that Pillsbury’s plan was proposed at a time
when he was holding secret monthly meetings with Senior Chinese military
officials at the United Nations, Pillsbury sent memorandums about those meetings
to about 20 key officials at the Pentagon, CIA, NSC and State Department. These
quasi-official meetings with the Chinese representatives of the People’s Libera-
tion Army General Staff, including the equivalent of two generals and an ad-
miral, apparently demonstrated serious Chinese interest in military intelligence
sharing with the United States, and in purchasing sophisticated military equip-
ment and technology from the United States—this in 1973! I should add, how-
ever, that whether or not China would abandon self-reliance and seek military
equipment or security relations with the United States was a very hotly debated
issue within the intelligence community at that time.

Most of the China experts held that the Chinese would not do so, and tended
to dismiss as espilonage Chinese probes to the U.S,, and other western countries.
My study suggests that, in retrospect, the Chinese interest in military ties with
the United States as far back as 1973 was indeed genuine.

According to several sources, about 50 copies of 1.-32 were circulated in the
Defense Department, and to officials at CIA and the NSC, and to Pillsbury’s
cousin, Winston Lord, of the State Department’s policy planning staff. Although
L—32 is now more than 6 years old, and the memorandum’s of Pillsbury’s con-
versations with the Chinese military officers date back even farther, the Defense
Department has refused to release them under a Freedom of Information Aect
request on the grounds that they contain information that is “properly and cur-
rently classified.”

Although we thus remain largely in the dark about this mysterious [-82, an
article that sources agree was based on L-32 was published in September, 1975
by Richard Holbrooke then editor of Foreign Policy magazine. Mr. Chairman,
you will recall the controversy generated by publication of the Pillsbury article
by Holbrooke, as you invited Pillsbury to testify at the Triangle hearings. My
study indicates that desplte the public disavowals of the article, it was actually
cleared by Richard Solomon at the NSC, who reportedly was not aware of its
significance at the time, and by other, higher, officials. Whether Holbrooke was
aware of the origins of Pillsbury’s article in the classified L-32, I do not know.
I believe he appreciated its broader significance, however,

My study also coneludes that, unknown to key middle level officials at the
State Department, the CIA and the NSO, publication of the article in Foreign
Policy was encouraged, perhaps for different reasons, by both Secretary of State
Kissinger, and Secretary of Defense Schlesinger.

When L-32 was first distributed in the Spring of 1974, it provoked con-
siderable interest and controversy within the government, and led to quiet
Pentagon sponsorship of a number of other studies on the subject over the
next several years. Most of my requests for release of these documents were
turned down, and some of what I did receive through the FOI was heavily
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censored, including even in one case the table of contents, However while T have
thus not seen any of the documents in their entirety extensive interviews with
knowledgeable officials, many of them participants in the debates revolving
around the documents allows me to make some assessments of the significance
of these studies, and to suggest to the Committee some of their contents.

Several of these studies—which were much more planning doeuments than
they were simple contingency reviews—further outlined in detail the steps
toward a full military relationship with China first mentioned in I.-32.

According to several officials, and to FOI documents, two key studies were
done at RAND in 1976 and completed in January, 1977. They were done for
Morton Abramowitz, then a Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense., One, by
Pillsbury, was entitled “Methods of Interaction in U.S-P.R.C. Security Rela-
tions;” the other was by Richard Solomon, entitled “Prospects for National
Security Cooperation between the U.S. and the P.R.C.” The companion studies
outline in detail proposed steps toward closer security cooperation in several
modes : contacts between defense establishments, including exchange of military
attaches and visits by defense ministers: sale of defense-related technology ;
exchange of intelligence ; facilitation of Western Buropean arms sales to China -
and limited direct U.S, military assistance to China.

Virtually all of the specific moves since 1979 toward establishing U.S. military
ties with China, according to several sources, were outlined in these studies
which were “on the shelf” when the present Administration decided to play the
“China Card.”

I was told by several sources that Consolidated Guidance Number 8, or CG 8
as its authors called it, was a rehash of these earlier studies, especially the
Rylander studies. CG 8 was done last year and excerpts of its were leaked to the
New York Times last October 4, shortly after it was leaked that Secretary
of Defense Brown would be going to China. According to the Times and my inter-
views, CG 8 explored the possibilities of U.S. wartime aid to China joint con-
tingency planning with the Chinese, including the possibility of stationing U.S.
warplanes, naval vessels or even ground forces in China during a crisis. Among
the details addressed in CG 8 were prepositioning of munitions and equipment
and plans for supporting base structures for U.S. forces in China. The type of
potential military cooperation with China described in CG 8 is remarkably
similar to U.8. military arrangements with NATO allies.

Administration officials were quick to publicly dismiss CG 8 as a “think
piece” when it was revealed. But I hope subsequent events—and my testimony—
will convince the committee that CG 8 and other documents I have mentioned
should be taken very seriously, The record shows that ma ny of the specific moves
outlined in the earlier studies have already been implemented, including: ap-
proval of allied arms sales to China, approval of transfer of selected items of
U.S. high technology with potential military applications; approval of sales of
selected items of non-lethal military equipment ; exchange of military academy
delegations, and exchange of visits of defense ministers. As far as I know,
such steps as joint contingency planning or stationing of U.S. forces in China
are very far from immediate options, but the logic of the past suggests that they
are steps that may be farther down the road we currently are on.

The U.S.-China military relationship has momentum and a structure. It is
developing so far in a direction which has specific, preplanned steps that lead
eventually to an alliance-like security relationship, whether it is called such or
not. My study also suggests that focusing solely on the issue of U.8. arms sales
to China as the litmus test of how far we have gone with the Chinese may miss
the point of what is already going on or may not be too far down the road.

The $50 billion figure for adequately arming China against the Soviet Union
with U.S. weapons suggest that it is out of reach for the Chinese to purchase
such quantities of arms or for the U.S. to provide them as military assistance
in currently foreseeable circumstances. Although limited sales of certain U.S.
arms such as advanced jetfighters would have a very large psychological and
political impact, especially on the Soviet Union. the type of intimate U.S. involve-
ment in China’s defense that is suggested in these studies and planning docu-
ments—rather than just selling China arms and remaining only distantly in-
volved—might provide China with a cheaper deterrent to Soviet attack and
might have even greater implications for 1.8, security.

Two more important studies were done in the 1976-78 period by Lynn Ry-
lander, then in Programs and Evaluation in the Office of the Secretary of De-
fense. These planning documents, both entitled “Implications of Sino-Soviet
Conflict for U.S. Defense Program,” and done in two volumes, covered peacetime
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and wartime implications of the Sino-Soviet dispute. Although the versions of
the studies which 1 received under the FOI are highly censored, it can be dis-
cerned that the documents addressed extraordinary subjects: the second volume
examined in detail Chinese military capabilities and possible Soviet military
moves against China. It then looked at U.S. options to counter those moves, in-
cluding, Mr. Chairman, available U.S. weapons systems for possible security as-
sistance to China, and the potential impact of various types of direct U.S. par-
ticipation on China’s side in a war.

I have attached to my testimony several pages from the first volume of the
Rylander studies which do indicate the scope of the study. But what the reason-
ing is, what the implications are of such support for China, and other informa-
tion is all missing—and will have to await efforts by your Committee to obtain
the complete document. 1 would note that I was told by one source that the
Rylander studies concluded that it would cost some $50-billion to adeguately
arm China with American weapons against the Soviet Union,

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out that what is evident from all
studies of military ties with China—and from the internal debates in the Nixon,
Ford and Carter administrations—is that America’'s China poliey in the last
decade has been in large part a function of our Soviet policy and our strategy for
dealing with the Soviet Union. China experts have tended to focus on Taiwan
and the normalization of relations, trade, cultural contracts and other bilateral
issues, while the policymakers were looking at global strategy vis-a-vis Moscow
and how relations with China factored into it. Or put another way, the debate
over military ties with China has been in large part a debate over the impact of
such ties on the Soviet Union: Will a military relationship with China improve
or worsen the U.S. strategic position vis-a-vis Moscow ? Will it make the Soviets
more compliant in negotiations such as SALT and less adventurous in the Third
World? Or will it be counterproductive, resulting in more uncompromising Soviet
negotiating positions and more aggressive Soviet behavior; Will it undermine
detente or save it? Will it provoke a Soviet attack on China or help deter it?

These questions were addressed in the first study in 1974 and have been the
subject of intense debate ever since. The studies have noted that potential risks
involved in providing the Soviet Union but have also argued that military ties
with China made sense for the U.S, as a strategic move and that they might also
pressure the Soviets into greater restraint and compliance. And the pace of
development of U.S.-Chinese military fies was linked to the future of detente—
if U.8.-Soviet relations worsened, L—32 in its published form suggested, the option
of forging security ties with China would be more attractive to the President. I
suggest that is, in fact, the dynamic that has oecurred : erises in U.8.-Soviet rela-
tions have led to Presidential adoption of policy options to move another step
down the military-ties-China path.

It is significant for the work of this committee that the only inter-agency study
that addressed the issue of military ties with China—specifically the transfer of
military-related technology to Peking—opposed such ties on the grounds that
they were too risky. The study—Presidential Review Memorandum 24—was
leaked in draft form to the New York Times in June 1977. It noted that the So-
viets had entered into detente with the United States in large part to head off
Sino-American collusion against them, and that if it failed to do so, they might
completely re-examine their policy toward the United States.

The committee may wish to inquire why this concern in spring 1977 appar-
ently became “inoperative” less than a year later when the Carter administra-
tion decided to establish a security relationship with China. Was there a new
study or a later draft of PRM 24, Section 3, that has not leaked to the press
that came to the opposite conclusion, that military ties with China would provide
useful pressure to produce more compliant Soviet behavior? Or did the officials
opposing military ties with China—who were mostly in the State Department—
simply lose a power strugle without a new consensus ever being formed within
the government? T might add that the Pentagon studies also suggested grave
concern about potential negative Soviet reaction, and the second volume of the
Rylander studies said : “Because both benefits and risks are so high we believe the
question of a security relationship with the People’s Republiec of China deserves
additional careful study.” Were additional studies done? What did they conclude?

It is my impression that those people who proposed military ties with China
based their ideas in part on access to highly sensitive intelligence reports and
other sources of information and that they explored the subject in great depth.
It would be invaluable for this committee to gain access to at least some of the
information and to all of the reasoning that went into shaping these views. If it
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is a good policy Idea, then I think its proponents should be able to build a broad
consensus behind it in the Congress and public, If it is a flawed idea, then public
discussion is urgent before the United States becomes more deeply committed.

But I think it is relevant for the committee to ask whether the China card
strategy has worked to date, based on its own criteria. Has the Soviet Union
been more compliant in negotiations, less adventurous in the Third World, and
generally more paralyzed through fear of encirclement in the last two years? Or
has the move toward deeper security relations with China contributed to the
decline in U.8.-Soviet relations rather than being only a response to that decline,
and has it led to tougher, more aggressive Soviet positions on the issues of con-
cern to the United States? If the U.S. had begun developing military ties with
China in 1973 in response to Chinese probes, would the Soviets have been deter-
red from Angola, Ethiopia and Afghanistan, and perhaps have been more forth-
coming in SALT and have mitigated their arms buildup? If the China Card was
a good idea in 1973 or 1974, why was it not played years ago, and if it was a bad
idea then, why is it a good idea now ?

IMPLICATIONS OF SiNo-Sovier Coxrricr roB U.S, DEFENSE PROGRAMB

These programs are assessed in the context of the Great Power System which
involves the U.8.,, PRC and USSR as well as other regions such as Western
Europe. On the one hand, we now recognize that the Soviet Union poses a greater
challenge than China to Free World interests—even in Asia—and that the poten-
tial exists for the deterioration of Soviet-American relations.

L ] L ] L L ] L] - »

1. INTRODUCTION
“ * *
II. THE CHINESE CONTEXT *

The importation of military hardware and other manifestations of military
cooperation with the West is one of the most contentious issues in China today.
The debate encompasses such key questions as self-sufficiency, military profes-
sionalism and the rate of modernization and springs directly from the radical-
moderate struggle over the course and direction of domestie and foreign policy.
In general the moderates favor strengthening the Chinese armed forces even if
it requires some temporary reliance on outside sources; the radicals find this
anathematie.

CORRELATION BETWEEN EVENTS AND DOCUMENTS

Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much. Yours was a very provocative
statement and one that-certainly demands that we turn to you first
to perhaps ask you a few questions. Then 1 will give way to my
colleagues.

These documents that you referred to, aren’t these just what we
would normally call options that are faced by the various departments
of Government as contingencies? I mean, there are no hard and fast
rules, are there, or do you think there are?

Mr. Garrerr. That was my initial impression. I assumed this was
just somebody’s hypothetical idea. They were kind of wild ideas that
were floating around the Pentagon among who knows how many other
wild ideas. But what I found was that if you investigate what the doc-
uments said, and the history of them, and correlate that with what
happened, there has been a very sharp correlation.

This pollcv of flirting with military ties with China began in De-
cember of 1975 when Secretary of State Kissinger approved, to the
great astonishment of the entire bureaucracy, the British sale of jet

* This section, the sectlons on Boviet and Japanese attitudes, and the corresnonding

Appedixes (A, B and C) were prepared with the pssistance of RAND analyst Michael
Plllsbury.
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engines to the Chinese. It was a total shock within the Government.
Nobody thought the Chinese would ever buy from the West, and they
didn’t think the United States would approve of it, as they did as a
gesture to the Chinese and a signal to the Russians.

That game has continued. It continued with such a move in October
of 1976.

What I am saying is there are a finite number of these studies as
far as I can tell, and I've mentioned virtually all the important ones.
If you can gain access to the studies through this committee and in-
vestigate what the people say about them, and what they have done,
and what planning they are doing now, and who is doing the planning
you will see a strong correlation between the studies and U.S. policy.
You may want to ask, for example, what is Mr. Perry going to discuss
with the Chinese when he goes there next month as head of Research
and Engineering in the Defense Department? He's the person in
charge of command and communications. He gets into discussions of
hotlines, radar, overhorizon radar—all kinds of things to help the
Chinese deterrent. The details of such types of military assistance to
China have been worked in these studies.

One point I want to stress is that the question of arms sales per
se is not the key question, That may be a litmus test from the out-
side, but what is really going on, as far as I can say, is the movement
toward a very broad type of relationship that doesn’t focus simply
on whether we sell them arms but also on joint contingency planning,
other kinds of technical assistance to China, and U.S. involvement in
China’s defense efforts.

NO CONSULTATION WEAPON SALES

Mr. Wourr. I want you to know, Mr. Garrett, that we had some
very serious questions of the State Department relative to their an-
nouncement of the first sales of what could be defense-related equip-
ment to the Chinese. They had not consulted with the committee
before, and since we do have a number of devices at our command as
a result of amendments that have been passed for the sale of military
equipment, we do have a somewhat of a say in the determinations
that are to be made.

One of the problems we have faced in the past is, I think, less
than open discussion with the committee which has a very vital re-
sponsibility over the progress of events that have taken in place
vis-a-vis the People’s Republic of China.

Now, it is not that we disagree with those decisions that have been
taken. To the contrary. In fact, I think many of things they have
done are certainly in line with the best interests of the United States.
However, we would like to be consulted from time to time so that
we are not in the position of being, to use the trite expression, a
rubber stamp for the administration.

I’'m not prepared to be a rubber stamp for this administration, the
next administration, or the past administrations. I think that is the
position of the Congress as well. : .

I would just like to ask one further question. You said that this
started in 1975, am I correct {
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MR. KISSINGER'S ROLE

Mr. Garrerr. I said the first moves made by the Government were
in 1975, Mr. Kissinger’s move. The discussion and the planning docu-
ments go back further. )

Mr. Worrr. What do you consider, from whatever examination you
have made of this, to be Mr. Kissinger’s role in this whole thing?

Mr. Garrerr. Maybe it would be helpful to outline what I see as
the strategic debate that came down between Mr. Schlesinger and
]h:fll'; Klissinger on this issue, because they both favored specific moves,

think.

Mr. Worrr. And Winston Lord.

Mr. Garrerr. Winston Lord was Mr. Kissinger’s deputy, and he
testified before your committee in March of 115‘)!576, I believe, and I
believe his testimony represented to some degree Mr. Kissinger’s
thinking; but I think Mr. Kissinger looked at it as a tactical move.
His tactical consideration was deterioration of Soviet relations of a
détente relationship, of growing ecriticism within the Government
oi dlfztente, challenges to continued Soviet military buildup, that sort
of thing.

He sgw a move toward China as a way of pressuring the Soviets to
improve their behavior and détente. Mr. Schlesinger looked at the
military problem and thought a strategic alinement with China, which
on the one hand would strengthen and protect China and on the other
hand would improve the military position vis-a-vis the Soviet Union
%l(;)baﬂ% would be advisable. And if it had a negative impact on the

viet Union politically, that was of less concern to him.

Mr. Worrr. I think the committee down the road in these hearings
will be calling Mr. Kissinger and Mr. Schlesinger to testify here so
that we could get a full impact of their role and their activity.

SOVIET REACTIONS

Mr. Toon, I wonder if you could give us an idea of what results you
anticipate we could expect from the Soviet Union with the continuing
progress we have made with the People’s Republic of China, what sort
of reaction?

Mr. Toox. First of all, Mr, Chairman, I wonder if T might just make
a comment on Mr. Garrett’s testimony which T found of great interest?

Mr. WorrF. Please do.

Mr. Toon. I think we all should recognize, as you pointed out in
your own remarks, that these studies are going on all the time about
all kinds of possibilities, about all kinds of options. Frankly, I think it
would be irresponsible on the part of the Pentagon, or the State De-
partment, or the CTA not to carry out these studies, not to investigate
the full implications of the tight relationship, for example, with
China or the implications of a military supply relationship.

I think, frankly, it can be overdone, this stressing of the serious cor-
relation between the fact that these studies were made and the fact
that certain policies are now being considered which might reflect the
content of those studies.

T think all of us who have worked in various policy positions in the
State Department from time to time have engaged ourselves in this
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sort of speculation. I myself as a Third Secretary in Moscow in 1951
drew up a paper recommending in effect that we move against Eastern
Europe when Stalin died.

While that is the sort of irresponsible policy exercise that junior
officers engage in from time to time, T think the fundamental point
is—and certainly T think you are right, Mr. Chairman, to say you have
got to get to the bottom of this sort of thing—but the fundamental
point for all of us to recognize is that there is not necessarily the sort
of alarmist connection between the fact that these studies lz,ave been
done in the past and the fact that we are now giving, if in fact we are,
serious consideration to developing a tight poTitical relationship with
the Chinese that perhaps has military overtones,

I hope that that will not be regarded as a too gratuitous observa-
tion, because I have been involved in this sort of thing myself.

IMPACT OF STUDY

Mr. Worrr. I think there is a danger you have indicated—I think
Mr. Garrett recognizes as well—that there is a danger of blowing out
of all proportion the impact of an individual study. I think, however,
from Mr. Garrett’s remarks that I would conclude that what he sees is
a trend that was created by a series of these studies or recommenda-
tions that seemed to be fulfilled by the series of events that have taken
place.

Am T correct on that?

Mr. Garrerr. I think that is quite correct. T would nrge that you try
to obtain these documents and talk to the people involved.

My point is that we may be able to get some insights of where the
relationship is going—not necessarily what the administration has in
mind as a big blueprint, but the trend of what has happened, what
kind of thing about the relationship has gone on, and what discussions
have gone on. This may help us understand where the relationship is
likely to go. If so, then I think we have done a service. If it is simply
that these are wild contingency plans with no relevance, then I
couldn’t agree more with Ambassador Toon, and I certainly don’t
want to sound alarmist about this.

I am not criticizing. I am just saying this is what I see as happening.

Mr. Worrr. We had a situation before which this committee was
able to develop with some very serious repercussions going back to the
Vietnam war. And the dEVE{OpIIIGHtS that we subsequently learned
about that are having an effect right now on our trying to get the miss-
ing in action problem resolved with Vietnam. of the promises that
were made, the secret promises that were made to Vietnam at the
time and that were elicited from the people who made those promises
with Mr. Nixon and Mr. Kissinger.

Under only great duress and pressure did they volunteer the infor-
mation. Perhaps we’ll have to get them to volunteer some more infor-
mation. [Laughter.]

MASTER PLOT

Mr. Prrrcaaro. Mr. Chairman, T would just like to comment on one
thing that bothers me. Mr. Garrett, there are these studies going on,
and they have to go on, and options have to be explored and con-
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tingency plans written down, so that policies can be made. I think the
thing that was a little disturbing to me is to put it in the context of
some sort of plot.

It looks like some master person is moving these people around, and
I am fearful someone who just picks up the highlights of this testi-
mony assumes we have a small group of people who are moving from
chair to chair in points of decisionmaking spots in our country with a
very carefully laid out program of where they want to go.

really think you are not being totally accurate when you come to
that conclusion, because it is a legitimate viewpoint to have, if they do.
Some people might have a legitimate viewpoint that we have a very
close military relationship to China in view of the Russian problem,
and that is a legitimate viewpoint.

I don’t happen to agree with that, but I think we have to be very
careful when we start naming people. I am not sure that that reflects
their particular opinion because they were involved in those studies.

We have had such a plethora of that in our background, I must say
it bothers me a little when we start naming people who are moving
to different posts. If they are bright and they are young and they are
at third levels, 10 years later they’re going to be at higher levels.

I don’t like to put tags on people.

That is really what came across to me, and I was a little disturbed.
Now you may answer.

Mr. Gargrerr. If that is what came across, I certainly would be dis-
turbed as well, because nothing could be further from the truth of my
investigation. I certainly don’t hold that view whatsoever that there
has been a plot or a conspiracy at all.

I named people simply to say that there are real people involved in
this, and you know who they are. They have had great disagreements
with each other. Some of them, as I say, have had bitter animosities
with each other and sharp disagreements on many things.

Mr. PrrrcaARD. I am aware of that.

Mr. Garrerr. There are Reagan people and Carter people. There is
by no means any real agreement.

CHINA CARD

What I am saying is there are specific parts of the government, for
one thing, that have responsibility for both the planning and the im-
plementation of this kind of policy. What I didn’t have a chance to go
into is my sense that you have to put it in the context of what has been
happening in United States-Soviet-Chinese relations.

I think in general you have had a process that when United States-
Soviet relations have deteriorated, reached a erisis, the Chinese card
has popped to the top of the Presidential options deck. To do some-
thing for China has appeared to the President as a way of trying to
respond to what the Soviet Union has done. President Carter has done
that and earlier President Ford did. This process has had some effect
on the future of United States-Soviet relations which should be of
some interest to this committee.

Nevertheless, these kinds of plans are what Ambassador Toon said;
they are on the shelf. And the information that the Chinese are inter-
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ested in buying, let’s say, computers is also there, with requests from
U.S. corporations to sell them to China. So it becomes a gesture to allow
that sale to go through at a particular time.

Those are the kinds of things I am saying. It is a process that is
going on. It is not a conspiracy or a plot or anything like that. And
the studies happen to be available. If you decide because of Soviet
behavior that you want to move another step forward in relations
with the Chinese, you go to the shelf and you pull out a study that lays
out some things you could do.

Mr. Pritcrarp, You would hope that there had been some previous
thought on this.

Mr. Garrerr. Exactly what I am saying, that it fits into a
strategic——

Mr. Wovrrr. Mr. Garrett, we don’t have time for speeches.
[ Laughter.]

PROBLEMS IN EASTERN EUROPE

Mr. Prircaarp. Ambassador, we have you here, and because I view
this as a triangle of the three countries, everything that happens to one
country aflects the other two.

Russia is now starting to have problems in Eastern Kurope, which
we talked about briefly, and it looks like they are going to continue.
E}ow \;'ould that affect their dealings with other countries and with

“hina ?

Mr. Toox, These problems, Congressman, are not new. They have
existed for a number of years, They have cropped up in a much more
serious situation in Poland at the present time than they have in the
past. But I think that the inherent weaknesses in the ties between Mos-
cow and the countries of Eastern Europe have always been there, and
they will from time to time result in serious outgrowths of friction
such as we have right now.

I don’t think they’re going to have much impact on Moscow’s rela-
tionship with Peking, primarily because the enmity between the two
capitals is so deep and abiding, and there may be a possible temporary
ﬁppmchement epending on shifts in personalities, but that will only

temporary.

I think the differences between the two countries now are recognized
by most Feople who know something about the problem as being per-
manent, basically nationalistic in character, and will always be there.
So while there may be troubles in Eastern Europe that may affect the
climate to a certain extent, I don’t think frankly that would have any
long-range bearing on the relationship with Peking,

PEKING'S INTENTIONS

Mr, Worrr, I want to repeat the question. One point I said, bearing
in mind our historic lack of recognition for China, the shifts in Chinese
policy, how clear of an understanding do we really have of Peking’s
intentions toward the United States and our role in Chinese policy
vis-a-vis the Soviet Union?

Mr. Perrov. Mr. Chairman, I take a very limited view of the tri-
angle. I think we have a tendency in this country to oversimplify the
situation by employing images belonging to elementary geometry.
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Each of the major powers has a world of its own to deal with, extend-
ing well beyond the existence of two other important nations and their
triangular rivalries.

The world in which the Soviets live embraces much more than China
and the United States. The same can be said about China and certainly
about the United States of America.

We tend to focus on these three main protagonists to the neglect of
some of the crucial developments taking place elsewhere in which
neither a Soviet hand nor a Chinese hand nor anybody else’s outside
hand is significantly present.

If you measure the amount of energy which is spent in this city
on finding out what the Soviets are doing, you will find that very little
of it is left for attending to the rest of the world. If you analyze the
functions of different people in the CIA or the State Department, not
even considering the Pentagon, you will see that at least one-half and
probably two-thirds, if not three-quarters, of our collective attention
1s focused on the Soviets. No wonder that time and again we are sur-
prised when a crisis breaks out some place which nobody had watched,
at least nobody in a position of responsibility, and we get canght
unawares,

Mr. Worrr. We understand that there are crises. The thrust of my

uestion is do we really understand the Soviets’ position vis-a-vis the
nited States and its Chinese relationship or the other way around?

Mr. Petrov. No; in my judgment we don’t, mainly because we start
with a simplistic assumption that the Soviets are out to do us in and
have few other international objectives. I do not subscribe to that
assumption. I think that over the years and until maybe 4 or 5 years
ago, the most the Soviets aspired for was some kind of an accommo-
dation, hopefully leading to a limited cooperative relationship with
the United States. The %hinese understood very well that this was
against their interests. Their concern over a possible superpower col-
lusion was one of the key underpinnings of their foreign policy. The
Chinese resented the idea of such a collusion. Its prospect was the
straw that broke the camel’s back in their relations with Moscow. In
1963, when the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was agreed upon by the
United States and the Soviet Union, they felt they were cs)eliberate]y
being left out in the cold by Soviet maneuvering, and they were of
course correct.

SOVIET OBSTRUCTIONS

We ﬁrmlg believe that the Soviets are mainly trying to obstruct our

policies and undermine our interests all over the world and have few
other goals. This is simply not the case. They deal with many more
problems than those which are caused by the existence and policies
of the United States as the leading world power.

. I wish to repeat that to me we are indulging in gross oversimplifica-
tion.

Mr. Worrr. Ambassador Garthoff, would you agree with that ?

Mr. GarrroFF. I generally agree with that, yes. On the first point
that Professor Petrov was making a moment ago, T would just add
that I think it is particularly important to consider the perceptions of
each of the major powers as to the roles of others, and as to develop-
ments occurring elsewhere in the world. And there may be a tendency,
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for example, on the Soviet part sometimes to exaggerate American
influence or activity in various areas, and also of China.

I think the Soviets, for example, were concerned about Chinese as
well as American support for the other side in Angola. The Soviets
were undoubtedly concerned and exaggerated in their own minds, as
well as for propaganda purposes, alleged American and Chinese in-
volvement in Afghanistan.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

I'm going to turn the chair over to Mr. Mica, who will continue.
That way the bells will not be interrupting us.

Mr. Mica.

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If you would just continue.

MOSCOW’S POINT OF VIEW

Mr. Prrrcuarp. Let me follow.

Mr. Ambassador, you said we had responded so differently to Russia
than we did toward China. The circumstances were really so different.
China was going into Vietnam following what we voted and the
ASEAN nations all voted was an invasion of Cambodia by Viet-
namese forces.

I think it is hard to draw that parallel when you consider the cir-
cumstances, It seemed to me you were stretching things a little when
you tried to draw the comparison of Afghanistan. Am I wrong?

Mr. Garraorr. As I mentioned before, there are indeed, as you em-

hasized, some important differences in the two cases, and they cannot
ve directly eqlmte(ll. But I thought it was useful, and I still think it is,
to take a look, especially when considering things from Moscow’s point
of view, at those elements in the situation which were not entirely
different.

True, there had been the prior Vietnamese military actions against
Cambodia, and the Chinese were acting in that context and didn’t act
to subjugate the whole of Vietnam. Nonetheless, there was nothing in
U.N. actions or otherwise which gave China any right to make a
military invasion of Vietnam. And the United States did speak out
against that instance of one Communist power using military force
against another. But we did not let it impede in any way our con-
tinuing further development of relations with China, whereas in the
other case we also had one Communist power acting against another,
in which they already had military forces stationed and in which they
already had a particular alliance position.

Mr. Prircarp. One was an occupation ; was an incursion across the
border and back.

Mr. GarrHOFF. True, although there were more casualties in Vietnam
than there were in Afghanistan,

Mr. Prircrarp. We don’t have the whole record yet.

Mr. Garruorr. That is true. It is a different situation because it
is an occupation, a continuing occupation. My point is not to suggest
the two are the same; they aren’t. But from Moscow’s standpoint,
they did not see why we should take it all out on them for using mili-
tary force in a situation where they saw a vital interest, above all
when we had just given a small slap on the wrist at most to China,
and then went on to develop ties. From their standpoint, they saw
the situation as one where a leading imperialist power could afford
to take a somewhat different position than we had in judging between
these actions of the two Communist powers.
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ACQUIRING MILITARY HARDWARE

Mr. Prrrcaarp. Let me ask you one other question, Ambassador.

I think you mentioned the sale of items. Now that military hard-
ware is for sale on the world market, who should China get its military
hardware from?

Mr. Garraorr, We don’t yet know what will happen in the future.
Everything that has been discussed of which we know so far involves
rather minor quantities of equipment, but it may come to involve
some rather sensitive forms of military technology. But I don’t think
it is a question so much of the military significance of the kind of
equipment that we have so far offered to sell to China as it is the
political implication of that choice on our part at a time when we have
quite rightly made it a matter of principle not to sell military equip-
ment, to the Soviet Union.

I think we would have been better advised to maintain that position
of prineiple applying to both countries.

Mr. PrrrcHARD. On the basis that they are a Communist country ?

SECURITY INTEREST

Mr. Gartaorr. On the basis that our security interests are not served
by our assisting either of them to develop their military potential.

Mcr. PrircHARD. Would you care to comment on that ?

Mr. Toon. I agree basically with that. It is not the fact that it is
a Communist country that should have stopped us from doing this,
because after all, Yugoslavia is a Communist country, too, and I'm

a very strong supporter of doing whatever the Yugoslavs think is
appropriate in terms of military supplies.

I think Ambassador Garthoff is right, that we should look at this in
terms of China and China’s attitude toward us far down the road. As
I said in my informal remarks at the opening, I don’t think any of us
understands the Chinese. Certainly I don’t understand them, and I
don’t think our Chinese specialists understand them either.

In any case it does seem to me that far down the road a China armed
to the teeth, as she intends to be, with a fairly strong economy prob-
ably is not going to be very benign in her attitude toward the United
States, because they are against the sort of things we stand for. It is
that sort of assessment that we ought to crank into our decisionmaking
process when we decide this question of arms. So I agree with Ambas-
sador Garthoff.

Mr. Prrrcaarp. We get this with all countries that are purchasing
arms on the world market. Do we participate in the sale? If we don't,
do we do it because of the size of the country, because they are Com-
munist ?

Mr. Toon. We do it on the basis, as Dr. Garthoff said, on the basis
of our assessment as to whether this really advances basic American
national interests. I don’t think it does.

Mr. Perrov. May I say a word here ?

Mr. PrirocHARD. Yes.
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HISTORICAL GRIEVANCES

Mr. Perrov. Maybe I don’t understand China in the way some sinol-
ogist who had spent his lifetime studying it, but when I was in Peking
I talked to lots of people. I have a very strong feeling that the major
impulse behind the effort of the Chinese to get stronger militarily is
rooted in their accumulated historical grievances which date back to
the opium wars in the 19th century. The Chinese were pushed around
by European powers and Japan throughout the 19th century and much
of the 20th century. Americans also participated in some of the inter-
ventions and demanded “open doors” for themselves. Then after the
revolution in 1911, China was split between various domains, rules by
overlords who were unable and unwilling to produce one viable govern-
ment. In the 1930°s and the 1940’s the Chinese were under a bloody
attack by the Japanese. Beginning with the Korean war, there was a
period when they felt that they were threatened by the United States,
then fully backing the Nationalist regime on Taiwan, while the Soviets
assumed the role of the big brother who was telling them what to do
and how to live.

SUBORDINATE POSITION

The major impetus for China’s break with the Soviets was its
unwillingness to remain in a subordinate position. The Chinese felt
they were independent enough and strong enough to finally come into
the world on their own, and they had concluded that they couldn’t
accomplish their independence without taking a hostile posture vis-a-
vis the Soviet Union.

The Chinese desire to be armed doesn’t mean that they are afraid of
a Soviet invasion. I have come to the conclusion that they are not. They
are of course worried, but they have been worried for many, many
years. There is nothing new in it, and that China today is in a much
more secure position than it was 10 years ago when it was in virtual
isolation, is neither here nor there. Now China is a full-fledged member
of the international community with broad political and economic ties
all over the world. It is much less vulnerable to Soviet pressure than
ever before.

The Chinese desire to acquire weapons for the purposes of deterrence
is natural, but it is also a matter of prestige for them and a matter of
weight which they can exert dealing with other countries. I do not ex-
pect the Chinese to undertake military intervention any time soon, and
they certainly need peace and security. But the very existence of a
powerful China puts its capacity to affect developments in Asia in a
different category altogether.

MILITARILY TOO POWERFUL

From what I know, in a number of countries surrounding China there
already is considerable concern that China might become militarily
too powerful, even if there are no visible signs that China is preparing
to apply its strength. The Japanese, and all the ASEAN countries,
with the possible exception of Thailand, are against Chinese military
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buildup. The Vietnamese of course are even more concerned, but what
concerns the Vietnamese does not particularly concern us, What is im-
portant for us to realize is that a material increase in China’s might
will produce a basic shift in the balance of power in the Asian Con-
tinent. And since a number of countries with whom we have close re-
lations are involved here, T think we have to consider their feelings as
well. This is not simply a question of making the Chinese more secure,
and the Soviets less secure.

We are, after all, the most global of all global powers; our interests
are worldwide, and because of it we are vulnerable in a number of ways.
Major assessment of our policies must include all aspects of having a
militarily strong China. This assessment has to be msr}e before we start,
doing a little bit here and a little bit there, incrementally arming China
and then suddenly facing the consequences of an altered situation in
Asia, with American interests probably threatened much more than
anybody thinks about these days.

Ir, Prircrarp, Mr, Garrett.

BACKING OFF

Mr. Garrerr. I would just like to say that I think we have gone quite
a ways with China. Maybe my views are different from what other
people think. I don't think you can back away from that rp]atinnshi{)—
from the expectations of it, from the commitments that are implied or
explicitly made.

If we were to back away from the relationship we have with China
now, I think it would have a very profound effect on the overall United
States-Chinese relationship. And I do believe, and I think the evidence
is very strong, that that relationship is a strategic relationship, and
that normalization followed onee there was agreement upon that.

We would therefore have a serious problem if we just simply backed
away from what we have committed ourselves to, or maybe if we simply
stopped the train where it is now. On the other hand, we have found
ourselves in a situation where relations with the Soviet Union are very
bad and deteriorating. I don’t believe it is in our interest to let those
relations deteriorate further.

I think we have entered into a number of arrangements with the
Soviet Union such as the SALT process which are in our interest,
and we need to continue them, so we have a problem.

I might add that I think evenhandedness has failed here, too.
What we do to serve our interest that prometes the Chinese relation-
ship may undermine our relationship with the Soviet Union, and what
we do with the Soviet Union may be seen as collusion by the Chinese
and undermine that relationship. We have a very difficult problem
ahead of us.

Evenhandedness hasn’t worked and will not work. We need to have
a vision of where we are going in the future. That is what we are
lacking. What do we want it to look like? Do we simply want to arm
China and come to a stronger and stronger relationship with China
and a deteriorating relationship with the Soviet Union, a kind of
new encirclement of Moscow that leads to more tension, higher defense
budgets, and greater chance of war?
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On the other hand, as T say, you can’t simply back off. My under-
lying feeling is that we need to evolve a policy that can go toward
something—I hate to use the phrase “triangular détente” simply be-
cause I think it has too many negative images, but some kind of over-
all easing of tensions. And I think the United States is in a position
to sponsor that.

If we were to say that arms control was in the interest of all three
powers—I think China’s nuclear arsenal is an increasingly important
fact in SALT—we could sponsor a kind of coming together of the
three powers in some way. I’'m looking 10, 20 years down the road.

I think that could serve our interests and considerably lower world
tensions, but I think it is an extraordinarily difficult process. M
mind is not made up on the issue of arms sales to China. I think the

context is far more important than this decision to sell them F-15%
or not.

Mr. Prrrcaarp. Thank you.

BASIS OF UNITED STATES-PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA RELATIONSHIP

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Pritchard. And now I will proceed with
some questions, and I might ask you your assistance. If some of them
have been covered, I will read them later in the record.

1 can’t help but think with the last comment, I wonder if we can
talk together or work together with the Chinese without a mutual
threat. Is that what it has come to? Do we consider that the basis of
the relationship right now?

Could you comment on that? And our mutual threat right now
being the Soviet Union. Remove the Soviet Union, do we have a
relationship with China, Doctor?

Mr. Petrov. I see no reason why not, if we could stop seeing China
as a mere component of our national security. Time and again in our
conversations here in Washington and here today we use the term
“strategic”—strategic, strategic, strategic—which often conceals an
unhealthy wish to delegate part of the task of protecting U.S. interests
to other nations. This obsession with strategies which are far removed
from the real world obstructs our thinking.

It is my considered opinion that we have to deal with the world as
it is and not with abstract concepts which we allow to direct our pol-
icies to the detriment of the normal conduct of international relations.
There is absolutely no reason why the United States cannot maintain
a friendly and productive relationship with China. It is in America’s
interest. It is in China’s interest.

The Soviet case is more difficult, but we tried to get along for 2 or
3 years even with the Soviets, from 1972 until approximately 1975, and
things didn’t look toc bad until some people got alarmed because the
Soviets claimed to be coequal with us. The American people believe
that we must remain the first in the world, and be able to determine
the way the world is revolving. This sentiment is understandable, but
it does not address the reality of the situation.

We know that the Soviets Km‘e global ambitions which go far beyond
what the Chinese aspire to. and that presents a difficult case for us
even if we take into account the enormous handicaps which they face.
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But in any case we cannot simply wish that the Soviets disappear from
the face of the Earth. They are an objective reality and they are what
they are.
There is no way for us to reform them and they resent any attempts
on our part to make them into something else. They demand quid pro
uos and do not respond to our manipulation, and this is a hard fact of
life which we must reckon with.

BHOULD NOT INTIMIDATE BOVIETS

‘We cannot intimidate the Soviets because once we have started down
the road of intimidation, we will be forced to consider nuclear war as
an ultimate resort. Naturally, we are not prepared to go that far, so we
make one threatening statement after another, apply one form of
punishment after another, and in the end still see that the Soviets
haven’t evaporated, that they are doing what they can to advance their
interests, following their own and not our judgment.

They are not alone in rejecting our judgment. Hardly anybody ac-
cepts it. South Korea doesn’t. Tsrael doesn’t. Japan doesn’t. France
doesn’t. Germany doesn’t. Turkey doesn’t. We claim to lead the world,
and nobody follows. [ Laughter.]

T think this is a hard reality that we must come to grips with at some
point. And unless we abandon the fantasy that we lead the world and
start dealing with other nations on the assumption that they are sov-
ereign in deciding their major policies, that they are entitled to pursue
their developing relations with other countries, we will be sitting psy-
chologically in the same spot 10 years from now, 20 years from now,
except that we will be much poorer and have fewer friends in the
world than we have now. I am not against exerting political or eco-
nomic pressure to advance our interests, and an occasional arm-twist-
ing is normal in international relations. T object to resorting to threats,
especially if they lack credibility.

NO DRASTIC U.8. CHANGES

Mr. Mica. I notice that you made that comment on page 6 of your
prepared text. You did not use the political comment that ended that
first paragraph. Was there a reason for that? You made a political
comment about the possible next President of the United States which
you left out in your statement to the committee.

Was that a change of judgment ? [Laughter.]

Mr. Perrov. From all T know about Governor Reagan and some
of his advisers, several of whom have been my personal friends since
the early McCarthy days. [ Laughter.]

Mr. Mica. Did you say MacArthur or MeCarthy ?

Mr. Perrov. Joseph McCarthy, the Senator from Wisconsin. These
are dedicated people who have been in and out of Government, who
advised the Government, taught in universities, and worked in various
think tanks, all the while focusing their attention on fighting com-
munism and the Soviets. T may be wrong, and a miracle will happen,
and Ronald Reagan could be a blessing instead of a disaster. In fact,
I don’t expect a disaster because the way American politics and Gov-
ernment work, no conclusive results ever ensue.
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So I don’t anticipate anything drastic, but T do anticipate that
there will be no improvement in our international posture, especially
in our relations with the Soviet Union and China. Governor Reagan
has been perceived to be a sworn and single-minded enemy of com-
munism, and the Chinese are very apprehensive about his general
philosophic disposition, wondering what it might mean for them. After
all, they say, we'’re also Communists. How will it affect us?

The heavy impact of ideology on U.S. policies is bad enough as it
is, and I expect that if Ronald Reagan becomes President, the Gov-
ernment is going to be even more ideological, less pragmatic. And
I’'m no admirer of President Carter, believe me. [Laughter.]

FUTURE USE OF WEAPONS

Mr. Mica. I will leave it go at that. [ Laughter.]

I’'m not sure who will be most qualified.

Getting back to the arms situation and future use—I mentioned
this in front of this committee before—I had great concerns when I
picked up an article that the Chinese had taken one of our commercial
airliners and started to take it apart and make patterns from it, I
guess would be the word.

Have you read that comment? Does that give you any concern as to
future use of any equipment or weapons or materials or supplies? I
have great sense in trying to work with all people all over the world,
and China is a nation where I think we really ought to go the extra
mile. But I have great concern when I read an action like this.

May we start with Ambassador Garthoff ?

Mr. Garrrorr. I don’t have any particular contribution to make on
that. T think it is certainly a possibility that in one or another case the
Chinese or the Soviets or someone else may seek to take advantage of
technology transfer on the cheap, so to speak. And that is something
we have to take into account.

Mr. Mica. I don’t know this. Do we have this problem with other
allies? I don’t know that we put them all in the same category, but the
British, the French, the Japanese buy American products and military
hardware, and we find the same thing we designed and marketed under
a Japanese label.

Is that an ongoing problem ?

Mr. GarrHoFr. I am not an expert in this area. Perhaps someone
else could add more. But I have the impression that this is not a gen-
eral problem, not only with our allies but with others. It is not in most
cases that easy to get a jump up in technology simply by buyinf—
there may be important exceptions, but I t‘hinf(' they are nonetheless
exceptions. Across the board it would be very difficult.

Now, it may be in the case of China where industrial development
is rather far behind, that there might be greater opportunities for
doing this than, let’s say, in the case of the Soviet Union where they
may do it from time to time, but not on the whole, for reasons of
practicality and the general movement of the technological frontier.

SOVIET REACTIONS

Mr. Mica. Let me just focus on one other area. We talked about the
possibilities of working with the People’s Republic of China without a
Soviet threat. Let’s assume that we move forward—and I think the
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Chairman asked this question in his opening statement. If we move
forward with military sales, what kind of reaction can we expect from
the Soviet Union ¢

Mr. Toox. I might take a crack at that. I think in the first place they
will be very unhappy if this developed, as they made perfectly clear in
their public statements and in their private talks with me when I was
in Moscow and with Secretary Vance and others.

Nonetheless——

Mr. M1ca. How would they express their unhappiness?

Mr. Toox. I can tell you how they did it with me. They simply said
you don’t understand the Chinese the way we do, and if you did, you
wouldn’t take this action because these people are out to engineer an
all-l('i“t nuclear war. That is their basic aim. That is the line they took
with us,

And I think this is more or less the line you see in their public
statements.

Mr. Mica. Do you think this will be confined to that type of expres-
sion of disappointment, not surreptitious activities in other parts of the
world, actions in other countries? 1

Mr. Toox. I think they’re going to continue that sort of activity in
accordance with their broad political design. It has nothing really to do
with their pique over what we’re doing with the Chinese.

I think if in fact they were convinced that we were entertaining the
idea of a serious political, arms-supply relationship with the Chinese
that it would be very difficult to contemplate any sort of continuation
of the SALT process, despite the fact that this happens to be in their
national interest, just as it is in ours.

But I think it is this sort of relationship which they would find very
difficult indeed to carry on, if in fact we went this route, more or less
along these lines.

SOVIETS IN AFGHANISTAN

Mr. Mica. Do you or do any of the other panel members have any
feeling or any information to indicate that any of the recent Soviet
activities—say in Afghanistan or any place else in the world—were a
result of our stetﬁyed up activity with China ?

Mr. Toox. I think the movement against A fghanistan was primarily
a localized action to shore up a tottering regime which they tEemselves
had installed, and this was more or less a standard Soviet policy of
never retreating from a position of power once they have estab]iished it
The only exception to that of course in recent years has been in Iran
in 1946 when they recognized we had complete nuclear and military
superiority, and they had to back down.
think at the same time you cannot exclude the possibility that they
also had in mind this move as a further step in the encirclement of
China, but T don’t think it is tied exclusively or even importantly to our
move with regard to the Chinese.

BOVIET-VIETNAM TIES

Mr. Mica. Dr. Petrov.

Mr. Perrov. I want to develop the subject a little further. The emer-
gence of the American-Chinese connection has definitely influenced the
Soviets in applying more pressure upon their allies in recent years. For
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instance, the Vietnamese kept turning down for a long time Moscow’s
demands to station their supplies and intelligence faciﬁties in Vietnam
but after the Chinese with our presumed acquiescence had taught them
a lesson early in 1979, Hanoi relented and from what I hear, Camranh
Bay and Danang are now almost full-fledged Soviet bases. To reinsure
themselves vis-a-vis China, the Vietnamese had to accommodate Soviet
interests. There is no sentimentality involved here; we know that the
Soviets have never particularly liked the Vietnamese—or vice versa.
Helping Hanoi was very costly for Moscow during the Vietnam war
which, in addition, messed up Soviet plans to move toward détente with
the United States. It’s no secret that the Soviets pressured the Vietnam-
ese for negotiations in Paris, and Hanoi didn’t like it either. But the
change in the strategic picture in the last few years made the leaders
both in Moscow and Hanoi forget their feelings. Since Vietnam'’s
security depends heavily on Soviet support, it had to reckon with So-
viet wishes.

It works both ways. For instance, the Soviets initially did not favor
a Vietnamese incursion in Cambodia. But perceiving a greater threat
of China, backed by the United States, and confronted with the
Vietnamese’ stubborn drive to dominate Indochina, the Soviets had
no choice but to underwrite Hanoi’s ambitions. T don’t doubt that
Hanoi in many ways is very independent from Moscow.

Mr. Worrr. But do you think that they would have engaged in that
incursion if they did not have the consent of the Soviets?

Mr. Petrov. I would not exclude that at all. I think we underrate
very badly the determination of Hanoi to pursue its own policies in
the region of Southeast Asia.

Mr. Worrr. But they could not have had they not had the military
supplies from the Soviet Union.

Mr. Petrov. The Soviets are no more capable of cutting off sup-
plies to Vietnam because of policy differences with Hanoi than we are
of cutting off supplies to, let’s say, Israel, although Israel sometimes
pursues policies at variance with the American interest. A great power
does not lightly break relations with an allied nation only because the
latter at the moment insists on pursuing its own selfish interests.

There are limits to which any government which wants to play a
major role in international affairs can go in forcing its will upon its
junior allies. If it starts bringing the relations to the breaking point,
it’ll end up being rather lonely.

BENSITIVITY ON FRIENDSHIPS

One thing which impressed me in my conversations with the Chinese
is the extreme sensitivity with which they treat friendships. They
don’t have that many nations which they can call friends, but they
have some. North Korea is one. Pol Pot’s Kampuchea was another.
Pakistan is yet another. They still lament the loss of Albania which
was at a certain point in history a Chinese friend. Generally speaking,
a country which doesn’t have friends in the world cannot function
internationally in any impressive way.

‘We have so many friends that we are rather careless about them.
We don’t care very much whether they approve or disapprove what
we are doing. We don’t consult with them often. We are strong and
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wealthy, and our interests and influence are global in a real sense, and
we are often tempted to push our friends around.

The Chinese don’t do that, and the Soviets don’t do that, at least
publicly, unless a hidden crisis erupts and the appearance of friend-
ship can’t be preserved any longer.

Mr. Worrr. You said we had many friends. I would just like to ex-
press that mﬁ grandmother would say you are a mouth to God’s ears.
See, I don’t think we have that many friends.

INTERDEPENDEN CIES

Mr. Perrov. We don’t have affectionate friends. [ Laughter. ]

But we have very many nations in the world which have become in-
terdependent with us economically and politically, certainly insofar
as Europe or Japan is concerned. Some kind of bond or a nity re-
mains even if we dislike what they are doing, or they disapprove of
what we are doing.

These are not sentimental friendships, but nations which depend on
each other sometimes go out of their way to accommodate others.

Mr. Worrr. These are more dependencies than friendships.

Mr. Perrov. Of course.

Mr. Wovrr. That is a difference here. That is one of the things I
think we ought to investigate in this particular hearing, the question
of whether or not it is a dependency, whether or not we are building
a relationship with China based upon a dependency or whether we
are basing it upon a friendship and common interest. I think that is
one of the very basic elements that is involved here.

I strongly feel that our relationship with the People’s Republic of
China is dependent upon common interest and not just based upon a
common adversary. If it is based upon a common adversary, then
sometime in the future that common adversary will not be there, and
the relationship will be nonexistent. Therefore, I think it is important
for us and for you who are the sovietologists and the sinologists to
look at the common interests. .

The question is whether or not military assistance is a common in-
terest for us and is a point for the basis of our discussions here today.

Mr. Petrov. I entirely agree with you, Mr. Chairman. I entirely
agree with you. y

Mr. Mica. It is good to see that. In fact, Mr. Chairman, before we
finish this hearing T would just like to say if my sense is correct, this
whole panel agrees with everything that each of the other members
aresaying. Is tm true? [ Laughter.]

Mr. Too~. No I don’t.

Mr. Mrca. I didn’t think so.

BOVIET INTENTIONS

Mr. Toox. First of all, T agree with the Congressman, and frankly,
T think all four of us here agree basically with the thrust of what
the Congressman is saying with regard to our relationship with the
Chinese. but T do not share the rather curious assessment of Soviet
motivations and Soviet ambitions which Dr. Petrov has expounded at
some length.
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I do not necessarily feel that the Soviets would do us in, as Dr.
Petrov put it. I think frankly they would consider doing us in if, in
fact, they could do so without acceptable damage to themselves.

I feel this world will become a very dangerous place in terms of
Soviet ambitions and their intentions to realize those ambitions if we
should collapse our military posture and give the Soviets the impres-
sion that we do not have the guts, and the wherewithal, and the re-
sources, and the national determination to protect our vital interests
wherever they may be threatened. That is w}len the Soviets will think
seriously about doing us in. So long as we remain strong and so long
as they understand that we have the ability and the national will to
protect our vital interests where they are threatened, then of course
they are not going to think along those lines.

I do not have the same sort of optimistic appreciation of long-
range Soviet aims as Dr. Petrov has. I just wanted to make that clear
for the record.

I also want to point out that I think perhaps none of us knows
precisely what the Soviets said to the Vietnamese before the Viet-
namese invaded Kampuchea. I don’t know, for example, that the
Soviets tried to discourage the Vietnamese from moving against
Kampuchea. Certainly one thing we know, and that is on the record,
is that the Soviets signed their treaty of alliance 3 days before the
Vietnamese move. Clearly, the Vietnamese knew that they had that
sort of backing at least from the Soviets. If, in fact, the Soviets were
unhappy about this move, it was not because of what the Vietnamese
might do; it was because of what the Chinese might do against Viet-
nam, which in turn would put the Soviets in a difficult position, in
terms of their alliance with the Vietnamese and their general rela-
tionship with any Communist ally that was threatened by some-
one else.

I just wanted to get that on the record.

TAIWAN AND CHINA

Mr. Mrca. Ambassador, I thought you had something to say along
those lines.

I would just like to ask this last question. Obviously I have tried
to steer away from this, but there has been a great dispute amongst
the Presidential candidates on our Taiwan-China relationship.

One of the things that bothers me is their knowledge of the politi-
cal process, the intimate details of the process. Do they have an under-
standing of what we’re going through right now, what this rhetoric
does or does not mean? Is there any sense of immediacy to say some
of the threats or comments as they may be perceived from either of
the Presidential candidates with regard to Taiwan or China?

What is the understanding, if one of you know this, of the Chinese
of this process? Most of the American people say there are 500 prom-
ises, and we will be lucky to get 50 of them. This is a process we EO
through. Some of this is meant to be serious, and we can tell by
innuendo, by comment, whether it is really a solid position or a politi-
cal position or something that is current today and may be gone
tomorrow. ; !

Is there a sense of this, and particularly in the translation into
something like the Chinese press? That concerns me because some
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of the comments have been, I thought, with all due respect to Gov :
Reagan, a little difficult. g e iR

Mr. Garrerr. I would make one comment on that. T think the Chinese
leaders have their own domestic political problems, just as ours do.
Our leaders say things toward foreign powers often aimed at domestic
audiences. I think that the arrangement carefully worked out by the
Carter administration, worked out by several administrations on
Taiwan

Mr. Mica. And the Congress.

CHINA'S DOMESTIC PROBLEMS

Mr. GargrerT. And the Congress, was an important one, It was not
the ﬁrimary issue in United States-Chinese relations, but they had to
work it out at home. And if it looks like to other people in China that
that is coming undone from statements made in the United States,
I suspect that raises a political problem domestically for the Chinese,
particularly with their political processes that are going on in China
right now.

I think in that context it might be the best way to interpret the
reaction. One simple comment is that it may be a gesture to President
Carter also. They probably recognize the impact of their statements.

UNITED STATES-PEOPLE'S REPUBLIC OF CHINA RELATIONSHIP

Mr., Worrr, If you don’t mind a comment at that point, I really
think we should go a little bit further than that. First of all, insofar

as domestic consumption by the Chinese {x}ople is concerned, that which
i

the leadership desires to reach the Chinese people will reach the
Chinese peop{e; otherwise it will not. That is point No. 1.

I think it goes far beyond questions of just the domestic consumption
of the Chinese. I think it goes to a very sensitive nerve that exists in
the relationship between the People’s Republic of China and the
United States. I think we were very careful and it was worked out in
the most minute detail. I can tell you that the whole question of the
normalization process was one that evolved in a fairly obtuse fashion
rather than a direct one, as a result of a position change that was taken
by the People’s Republic of China.

On that basis I think it is very dangerous for us to tamper with that

rocess. It is not a question of coal consumption by the Chinese, but
it is their perception of a relationship that they have built. They have
made certain concessions, and we have made certain concessions, and
Taiwan has made certain concessions. :

Why just throw all of that to the wind and start this whole process
all over again? T think that is the important element that is involved.

LACK OF CONTINUITY

Mr. Perrov. I believe you can make a step beyond that, Mr. Chair-
man, and say that lack of continuity in American foreign policy and
unpredictability of American politics in influencing foreign policy in
general is a source of major distress both to friendly and unfriendly
countries all over the world.
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Washington has a half dozen centers of power, excluding Congress,
and if you include Congress, you probably have to add 535 centers of
power more. We are inclined to easily excuse ourselves. We say that is
the way we are, that is how our political process works. But foreign
governments which are normally dealin¥ with other governments as
units constantly strain themselves watching the American political
scene so as to predict what surprise is going to come next. They are
always kept in a state of suspense on any domestically sensitive issue
involving U.S. policy. And there are lots of such issues in the world
today.

Mi):. Mica. I believe Ambassador Garthoff had a closing comment.

Mr. Garrrorr. I will be very brief. By the way, I generally agree
with the observation Dr. Petrov just made. I wanted to add a comment
a momeillt ago along the line which the gentleman has already set forth
very weil,

?think it is likely that the Chinese have had a domestic audience
among elements influencing decisions within that country, but I also
think that they did very much have in mind taking a strong position as
a matter of principle, and to influence all of American political figures,
including Governor Reagan but including others as well, to emphasize
that they wanted no change made in this situation.

They may be taking a stronger position than they could live with if
some change were made, but nonetheless, it is a matter which is of
great importance, and on which they wanted to stake out a clear and
strong position, in part probably to influence the positions that are
taken during the election campaign, but also beyond.

Mr. PrrrouArp. It was tailor made, wasn't it ?

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

One point is as people who are expert in the analysis of Soviet af-
fairs, do you think that the Soviets will move upon the Chinese?

BOVIET-CHINESE AGGRESSION

Mr. Toox. I think there is at least circumstantial evidence, that at
one point in the fairly recent past there was serious consideration
within the Politburo given to a quick, surgical strike against Chinese
nuclear facilities, So that I think you cannot exclude this possibility.

As you know, just to carry this report a little bit further, there was
a rumor to the effect that the Soviets consulted us about this possi-
bility. T can tell you from my own personal knowledge this never took
place. As far as T am aware, the Soviets never consu%ted us about this
possibility ; it was never broached to anybody in any official responsible
position.

But T think that background indicates to you that at some point
depending on their perception of where we're going with the Chinese,
they could possibly go back to a consideration of some sort of an at-
tack on the Chinese.

Well, Dr. Petrov is shaking his head.

Mr. Perrov. I beg to disagree.

Mr. Toox. T expected that,

Mr. Petrov. What Ambassador Toon just said is unlikely to happen
any time soon. The gap between Moscow and Peking is too big. Xﬂ to
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the other question, there were rumors to that effect, that the idea of
a surgical strike against Chinese nuclear facilities was once consid-
ered but quietly shelved. The Soviets do not regard a military solu-
tion as a practical solution of their dispute with China.

Mr. Mxca. But there was consideration.

Mr. Petrov. Only once, in 1969 when their relations came to a boil-
ing point, and not since.

guch plans are of little relevance. I'm sure we have contingency
plans for invading Canada and Mexico, but so what? [Laughter.]

After all, people in the Government have to earn their salaries in
one way or another. [ Laughter.]

Mr. Toon. Sometimes. But, we do not have contingency plans for
the invasion of Canada. [ Laughter.]

Mr. PeTrov. I still suspect that somebody in the Pentagon probably
has 1: little folder where he puts the product of a few minutes of his
wor'

Mr. Toon. Keep it quiet. [Laughter.]

Mr. PeTrov. But taﬂking seriously

Mr. Worrr. Any resemblance to people living or dead is purely
coincidental at this point, is that right? [Laughter.]

Mr. Perrov. The Soviets would have to feel gravely threatened be-
fore they would seriously consider a strike against China. I do not
foresee them doing it just to get rid of a strategic threat south of the
border. This kind of action is of such dimensions, and the worldwide
consequences for the Soviet Union are bound to be so drastic that the
losses would outweigh the gains by far. I do not regard the Soviets as
a bunch of crazy adventurers or suicidal maniacs.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE

Mr. Worrr. By now we have come to the other point, the other side
of the question. If we do not countenance a Soviet move, then why the
military assistance program to the People’s Republic of China?

Mr. v. T'o the People’s Republic of China?

Mr. Worrr. Qur program that Mr. Garrett talked about.

Mr. Petrov. China, as it is now, already causes problems for the So-
viets, first of all economic. There are sizable budget allocations to
maintain 45 divisions along the Chinese border which have to be
clothed, trained, equipped, et cetera, with all the resources taken out
of the civilian economy. This is a costly proposition.

From the Soviet perspective, any increase in Chinese military pow-
er would require an increase of their own power, to contain China. The
Soviets can spare only that much and no more for their military needs.

Mr. Worrr. Then why should we not engage in a program of assist-
ing China to make it more costly to the Soviet Union?

r. PETROV. So that the Soviets will go bankrupt? This one strategy
has been discussed for years in this city: to expend the Soviets into
bankruptcy by accelerating our military buildup. If we feel rich
enough, T suppose the idea may have some merit. But to implement
it, we don’t have to go via China. If we increase our own power, fore-
ing the Soviets to match it, we at least retain the ultimate control over
it, whereas building up the might of China which is not and never
will be under our control is a very different matter.

Mr. Wovrr. If we had Boardwalk and Park Place. [Laughter.]
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VICE PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT

Mr. Prrrcuarp. I was very disturbed by a statement the Vice Presi-
dent made when he said—I believe it was in Peking—that your ene-
mies shall be our enemies.

I will ask you, Ambassador, how did that type of talk strike you?

Mr. Toox. Well, frankly, T have not been at all happy with the way
in which we have normalized our relations with the Chinese, and this
has been no secret. I complained about it from Moscow both publicly
and in message to Washington. Certainly that sort of statement is
precisely the sort of statement that we should not be making.

I wounld be in total disagreement with that approach. I think frank-
ly we ought to be a little more rational, less emotional in how we han-
cﬁe the problem—the way we handled Deng Xaioping when he was
over here I thought was disgusting and disgraceful. It sort of reflected
an emotional tie between ourselves and the Chinese which may exist
at some point but does not exist at the present time. I think the Vice
President’s statement should be considered the same way.

Mr. Worrr. Excuse me for interrupting, but you made a statement,
and I must say since I was part of being close to the Vice Premier, I
differ with your reaction to this because we have been received in the
same fashion in the People’s Republic of China.

Mr. Toox. I wasn’t talking about the way in which you treated him.
I was talking about the way other people treated him.

Mr. Worrr. I think we should treat him as a guest and as a person
who we hope to have continued relations with. I’m sorry to interrupt
you, but I just don’t go along with that. We get into a bad spot when

we start to get into characterizations. That is all I am saying, Mr.
Ambassador.

I think it is most important that we treat the relationship with the
People’s Republic of China as we treat the relationship with any
country of the world, not in any special way not because of the fact
there exists a Soviet Union, but because there exists a People’s Re-
public of China with whom we have to have some sort of relationship.

Mr. Toon. I agree with that.

RAPPROCHEMENT WITH CHINA

Mr. Prrrcaarp. T guess the last point is T have been worried not so
much about the rapprochement that we are having with China, which
I think is the right thing, but I guess it is the speed of the time frame.
We seem to be moving so rapidly, maybe faster than we actually have
a policy. We may be running ahead of our roadmap.

We are out ahead because as Americans we always want to do things
quickly and do it now. Do you feel we are in control over where we are
going in that relationship?

Mr. Too~. As I said before, and perhaps I will agitate the Chair-
man, it is not just the tempo that bothers me. That bothered me in
Moscow. It bothered us when we were trying to work out the SALT
agreement, as you know, but it is also the way and the atmosphere in
which we are doing this sort of thing which frankly disturbs me.

As T said in my opening remarks, I certainly agree and agree whole-
heartedly with the policy of normalizing our relationships with the
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Chinese. It is a policy which was strongly recommended by us profes-
sionals years ago in the Foreign Service, but I think we ought to do
it without any illusions, we should look at the problem in terms of
our own national interest. That is the way I feel.

Mr. Wovrrr. Thank you very much for your time and the great depth
of knowledge that you have given to us. We certainly will follow
through on many recommendations.

The subcommittee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:40 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]




THE UNITED STATES AND THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC
OF CHINA: ISSUES FOR THE 1980’S

TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1980

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMrITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIAN AND PACIFIC AFFAIRS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 3:05 p.m. in room 2200, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon. Lester L. Wolff (chairman of the subcommit-
tee) presiding.

Mr. Wovrrr. The subcommittee will come to order.

I must beg your forgiveness. I apologize to all of you for taking
so much of your time. We had a series of votes on the floor that were
carried over from yesterday which I thought would be about 10 or
15 minutes and it worked out to be just about an hour. We hope that
the votes have concluded by now.

Today, the Subcommittee on Asian and Pacific Affairs resumes its
current series of hearings on United States-China policy, and rela-
tions between Washington and Peking, with special emphasis on the
influence of those relations on the broader context of United States-
Chinese-Soviet relations.

Today’s hearing is actually “part two” of our August 26 hearing,
at which our witnesses focused on the broader strategic context of
the United States-China relationship. In contrast, the opening hear-
ing of the series, on July 22, dwelt upon the United States-the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China bilateral relationship and the concrete steps
we can take to build a strong and enduring relationship with China—
one capable of avoiding the radical and wrenching swings which have
historically characterized our relations.

Many of our witnesses, and I, speaking as a member of this sub-
committee, have cautioned against a United States-China relationship
which appears to be based on solely an anti-Soviet relationship, or
alliance of some sort.

At our last hearing, there were differences between at least two of
the witnesses over the issue of Soviet reactions to the United States-
Chinese relationship. We hope that that debate will be continued today,
if not finally settled.

GROWING MILITARY TIES

We place great reliance and hope upon you who sit at this table.
Also of importance, at our last hearing, was testimony indicating that
despite the recent public and press interest on the growing strategic
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and military ties between China and the United States, there is a sub-
stantial y of opinion that such a relationship has actually been
fundamental since the early 1970’.

Further, as Banning Garrett advanced in testimony on his research,
he has concluded both the Department of State and the Department of
Defense have long been engaged in detailed studies on ways and means
of effecting a strategic and military relationship with the People’s
Republic of China.

ust how much of those plans have been or will be carried over into
policy remains to be seen. As for this subcommittee, I would note that
we are attempting to persuade the executive branch to declassify some
of the studies involved, so that we can reach our own determination
on the facts.

As I have commented at previous hearings, we continue to share with
many of our witnesses a general concern that there is a lack of clarity
and definition in United States-China relations, and that this is illus-
trated by both the apparent ambiguity of many of the administration’s
statements and actions, both in the past, and of late.

EXPORT LICENSES

For example, the administration has attempted to pass off as both an
exaggeration, and “old news,” a report stemming from the Perry-
Dineen mission that some 400 export licenses have been granted
China.

In fact, we now discover that the figure should be approaching 600
licenses. The fact that many people in Washington, and Peking, whose

jobs should entail such knowledge in fact did not know, would seem
on the face of it, to illustrate our concern that the policy of this and past
administrations is unclear, and not adequately stated—both within and
without government.

To conclude, then, I would recall the four key questions which we
posed at the outset of our previous hearing, and ask that our distin-
guished witnesses feel free to deal with them as they think useful.

I would like to welcome Leslie Gelb, former Director of the State
Department’s Bureau of Political and Military A fairs; Richard Pipes
of Harvard University, and the Committee on Present Danger; and
%oss Terrill, also of Harvard, and author of a recent biography on Mao

se-tung.

I want you to know that we do not specifically ask Mr. Terrill and
Mr. Pipes come before this committee because my opponent in the
present election wrote a book about Harvard, but merely because we
think you are expert in your own field and can contribute to the overall
debate that is taking place.

KEY CONCERNB

These are the key questions we have been posing our witnesses:

First. What results can we expect with our new ties with the People’s
Republic of China to have on the U.S.S.R.? What sort of a reaction can
we expect should the United States-People’s Republic of China rela-
tionship develop an increasingly military nature ?

Second. Bearing in mind our historic lack of understanding of China
and our failure to foresee major shifts in Chinese policy, how clear of
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an understanding do we have on Peking’s intentions toward the United
States and of our role in China’s policy vis-a-vis the Soviet Union ¢

Third. Can we realistically expect the Soviet Union to put aside 20
years of conflict with China and view the Sino-American relationship
in a bilateral context and not directed against the U.S.S.R. ?

Fourth. Finally, some Pentagon officers are reported to judge that
U.S. military ties with China are an important “quick fix” for the re-
cent widely publicized strategic imbalance in East-West relations; is
there an element of this kind of thinking in our current policy toward
China?

I made a long statement so I guess we will let you make long state-
ments but if you could summarize your statements or give them in their
entirety they will all be included in the record.

Mzr. Gelb, I would like you to lead off, if you please.

STATEMENT OF LESLIE GELB, FELLOW, CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT
' FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE

Mr. Gewe. As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared state-
ment. You ag to take me naked on this and what I will do is sum-
marize my summary in the hope of meeting your objective of finally
settling what we should do about triangular diplomacy, although T
suspect the final settlement will be that there is no settlement.

I will cover three areas that you suggested in your letter to me. First,
triangular diplomacy as a framework for U.S. policy ; second, how the
Soviets may see this; and thirdly, remarks on U.S. policy.

Necessarily this will all be eryptic and there Willfobe many things
that there is not time to say.

l\gr. Worrr. We will give you the opportunity for revising and ex-
tending.

Mr. Gers. Thank you very much. First, the framework for U.S.
policy. The two areas that I would like to touch on here are, one, tri-
angular diplomacy as a starting point for thinking about U.S. global

strategy and; second, triangular diplomacy and the issue of U.S. in-
fluence on the Soviet Union.

TRIANGULAR DIPLOMACY

On the first, triangular diplomacy as a starting point for thinking
about global strategy. Here I think the first point to understand is that
Sino-S%)\'iet reconciliation or confrontation would be dangerous for
the United States. If they reconcile, I think we must frankly state that
it would cause us some real strategic problems, that, is if there is a true
and full reconciliation. If there is confrontation, that would also cause
us problems because there would be the danger of U.S. involvement.

Thus, from the beginning of the opening of U.S. policy toward
China, there has been a requirement for baﬁmce in our relations be-
tween China and the Soviet Union. But balance has been increasingly
difficult to maintain because China has been and is very weak and an
evenhanded policy between Moscow and Peking necessarily favors
Moscow because Peking is the weaker. So I think over time the previous
administration and this administration began to lean somewhat to-
ward China. Thus, triangular diplomacy, as Mr. Kissinger initially
established it, died an inevitable and natural death.
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The central strategic questions are now not whether one can estab-
lish an evenhanded policy—I think that is past—the questions are now
how far should we lean toward China and what effects will it have on
our relations with the Soviet Union ¢

AFFECT OF U.8. INFLUENCE ON MOSCOW

This brings up the whole question of how triangular diplomacﬁ
affects U.S. influence on Moscow. There are two points here that I thin
ought to be addressed. First, the strugtural influence that we have over
the Soviet Union by virtue of the fact of the Sino-Soviet split; and
second, the policy influence that we have as a result of specific decisions
that we take or don’t take,

I think that the two often get confused. They ought to be separated.
In my own mind there is no doubt we do derive some structural in-
fluence from the fact of the Sino-Soviet split. It means that on virtually
every issue China and the Soviet Union will take opposing views. This
gives the United States some freedom to maneuver in situations and
some freedom to stand aside if we choose.

The fact of the split between China and the Soviet Union has also,
I think, created certain dispositions in Moscow to try to get along
with us better.

Policy influence, that is, influence as a result of decisions we make
here, is a very highly judgmental question. How much do we get out
of the particular games we play or don’t play with Peking? Some
argue that we do get influence, even considerable influence, over Mos-
cow by making certain moves toward Peking. You will remember
that Henry Kissinger argued that the opening toward China was
the move that triggered the Soviets in deciding to settle disputes over
Berlin and finally moving toward the SALT T agreements. Others
could argue, too, and I think just as convincingly, that the Soviets
had many additional reasons for moving toward détente with us quite
apart from China policy and that they would have signed the SALT
agreement whether or not we had opened relations with China.

But some argue quite the reverse, Mr. Chairman. They argue that
to the extent we do a variety of new things, establish new relations
with Peking, it will have the opposite effect on Moscow; that is, it
will make Moscow tougher toward us, less likely to compromise their
differences with us. These people point most recently to the conflict
between the decision to normalize relations with the People’s Republie
of China and the Soviet decision in December 1979 not to conclude
the SALT IT agreement.

I personally think that this is an issue on which there is a lot of
emotion and very little evidence to establish the truth. To us what
goes on inside the Politburo is still a black hole and we are not quite
sure why they do or do not do things. But as you know, though we
don’t know the truth or how to establish it on something like this,
it is nonetheless a particularly highly charged political issue and
foreign policy issue.

VIEW FROM MOSCOW

How far do you go toward Peking in trying to establish more in-
fluence over Moscow or how far might you go in damaging United
States-Soviet relations severely ?
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This all raises the second area I am getting at, how the triangular
diplomacy is seen from Moscow. Like anyone who approaches this
subject, you end up guessing and guessing severely.

These are my guesses. First, under current circumstances based on
the conversations I had on my recent trip to the Soviet Union, I think
that Soviet leaders are thinking about China increasingly as a strategic
alternative to the United States. They see relations with us deteriorat-
ing and they are thinking about both Western Europe and China as an
alternative to trying to get along with us.

Accordingly, I think they pursue a policy of trying to keep the door
open toward improving relations in Peking. But as I talked to them
and as they acknowledged this is something they are trying to do, I
think they are also quite realistic that there isn’t much possibility of a
reconciliation between them. In fact, they expect relations between
themselves and the People’s Republic of China to certainly get no
better and maybe even get worse as well.

Consequently, that is the short leg of the Soviet reactions to triangu-
lar diplomacy, trying to keep the door open to China. The long leg is
to regard China as public enemy No. 1.

PUBLIC ENEMY NO. 1

The Soviets, in saying China is public enemy No. 1, also acknowl-
edge their paranoia. They say, yes, it is true, we may be going over-
board about the threat from China today. They are more a political
rival than a military threat, but they will become a real military
threat in the future, so say Soviet officials. Consequently, they say that
they want to deal with the People’s Republic from a clear power posi-
tion now, from a clear position of military superiority.

In my conversations with Soviet officials, I pointed out to them that
they have at least three times as many forces sitting on the Chinese
border as they need to defend the Soviet Union and that they have all
their lines of communication and command and control centers sitting
right on the border of China. This is hardly a disposition for defen-
sive action.

The reaction to this was: Exactly; that is right. We do have much
more power there than we need and that is the way we are going to
keep it; so there is no doubt in the minds of Chinese leaders or any-
body else about our superiority.

But they are playing more toward the future, I think, than toward
the present and they do realize that their paranoia to the contrary
notwithstanding the real threat from China is somewhere way down
the line—military threat.

But because of the paranoia and because of the various points on
which Peking and Moscow conflict, one can’t exclude the use of force
by the Soviet Union against China, though highly unlikely.

CONCLUSIONS FOR U.S. POLICY

Finally, what conclusion can one draw for U.S. policy ? There are
reams of them, all highly judgmental.

Let me make two points briefly. What we have done so far with the
People’s Republic, could be viewed and has been viewed, as being too
much too soon, and there have always been people who will make that
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argument. But it is far from clear to me that the moves we have taken
so far have had any lasting negative effect on United States-Soviet
relations. Despite the arguments at the time that almost all of these
moves would severely damage United States-Soviet relations, I don’t
think this has happened.

The Soviets are obviously unhappy and angry with what we have
done with the Soviet Union but we could have done more than we did.
We could have taken additional steps and it is not clear to me that
Soviet behavior would have been much more difficult than it has been.

NO PERMANENT DAMAGE

Second, all that said, we have gone this far with China—and I don’t
think it has in any way permanently hindered our relations with the
Soviet Union or made them worse than they would have been other-
wise—that said, I think where we are now with the People’s Republic
is a good place to stop. What I mean is that we need not open any new
doors, The doors that have been opened I think are sufficient for now
and the immediate future. We ought to stop and see where we want
and expect U.S. relations with Moscow to go and then see where United
States-China relations fit in. I think the starting point, of how we think
about our situation in the world, is Moscow. It is the focal point and
we have to rethink that relationship first and then see where we want
to ﬁ with China next.

ank you.
y M]; Mica [presiding]. Dr. Pipes, would you like to proceed at this
time

STATEMENT OF RICHARD PIPES, PROFESSOR OF HISTORY,
HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Mr. Prees. T have no prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. I will speak
from loose notes. I will address myself to the four questions that have
been posed by Mr. Wolff but I will begin with a brief general statement.

In general, T attach enormous importance to improved relations with
the People’s Republic of China. T think this relationship has intro-
duced a vast change in the global balance of power. It is comparable
to the great diplomatic revolutions that have occurred in the last cen-
tury with profound effects: For example, the alliance between France
and Russia in the 1880’s which confronted the Germans with a two-
front war and essentially doomed Germany from the start ; the Soviet
treaty with Nazi Germany in 1939 which suddenly freed Hitler of the
fear of having to wage a two-front war and thus led to the unleashing
of World War IT; and, finally the Soviet Neutrality Pact with Japan
which absolved the Russians from having to fight on the Far Eastern
front and in turn saved the Soviet Union from defeat. Frrom the mili-
tary point of view, the rapprochement between the United States and
China, when coupled with the NATO Alliance in the West, confronts
the Soviet Union with a very serious problem which inhibits its

aggressiveness.
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UNITED STATES-PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA EFFECT ON U.8.8.R.

I will address myself now to the questions. First, what results can we
expect our new ties with the People’s Republic of China to have on the
Soviet Union?

As T have already noted, I believe it introduces a fresh element of
uncertainty. It introduces the possibility of the U.S.S.R. having to
defend the Far Eastern front where, despite great Soviet preponder-
ance, the logistics problems and the transportation problems for the
Soviet Union are very great. It is not an area in which the Soviet
Union could comfortably sustain a protracted conflict.

What effect our rapprochement with China would have depends on
the intensity and degree of our involvement with China. Here I am in
favor of collaboration which has been pursued by the Carter admin-
istration. That is, you intensify the relationship with Peking if the
Russians become more aggressive, and you can attenuate it somewhat
if they become less aggressive.

The second question

Mr. Mica. Might T ask before you go to that, do you think that
would become OEViOUS to the Russians that is exactly what you are
trying, just to speed up and intensify and deintensify for political
purposes?

Mr. Prees. That is the whole point of it. It is not something you
would want to keep secret.

Mr. Mrca. Tt seems to me that the obvious makes it a very question-
able approach if that is all you are doing. They would know it, we
would know it. What would be the benefit ?

Mr. Prees. The benefit is that you tell the Soviet leadership, look,
if you don’t want to have trouble with the United States, if you don’t
want to see China become more powerful, stop expanding. Behave in
a civilized fashion in the Middle East and elsewhere. If you do not,
we shall cause you to worry.

If my premise is correct, the only way to do it is openly, not in a sub-
rosa fashion. It is an open game—and that is how international rela-
tions have been played for the last 400 years.

Mr. Mica. Maybe that may be my problem on this committee. Maybe
it is too easy but it sounds like that approach would bring an obvious
response that all we need to do is go as far as we want to go until they
put on too much pressure and then we back off again.

Mr. Prees. That is exactly the history of our relations with the
Soviet Union since 1917—certainly since 1945,

Mr. Mica. T will let you continue but T am not sure in my mind that
is the best approach.

UNDERSTANDING PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA INTENTIONS

Mr. Prees. Question two: Bearing in mind our historic lack of un-
derstanding of China and our failure to foresee major shifts in Chinese
policy. how clear an understanding do we have on Peking’s intentions
toward the United States and of our role in China’s policy vis-a-vis the
Soviet Union ?
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I think it is no mystery that the Chinese Government regards us as
the lesser of two evils, because the Soviet Union is a greater military
menace to China and also it is a country with an ideology which has
the same roots as that of the Chinese Government.

It is my belief the initiative for rapprochement between us and
China came not from us but from China, although our country took
credit for it. The rapprochement was the result of the Soviet invasion
of Czechoslovakia and the formulation of the Brezhnev doctrine. The
Brezhnev doctrine could be applied to China so that China began to
put out feelers in our direction, to which we responded.

It is my impression that the Chinese have a realistic view of what
we can do with our relationship. I should hope that we would take
an equally realistic view of our relationship with China. We tend to
idealize. We have done this since World War I11. We sided with Stalin
against Hitler, taking the lesser of the two evils, and immediately be-
gan to romanticize Stalin and the Soviet regime.

It seems to me however, that processes are in fact afoot in China
right now which suggest that maybe profound changes are going on in
that country. Whether for economic reasons or others, current Chinese
reforms are far reaching and much deeper than they have been in the
Soviet Union.

PUTTING ASIDE HOSTILITIES

The third question asks: Can we realistically expect the Soviet Un-
ion to put aside 20 years of conflict with China and view the Sino-
American relationship in a bilateral context and not directed against
the U.S.S.R.?

Of course, the Soviet Union regards our rapprochement with China
as directed against itself. There is nothing we can do about that.

I may add that when the Soviet Union helped the Communist re-
gime to come to power in China, it did not take our sensibilities into
account. This f)roduced great convulsions in the United States in the

early fifties. I believe in such matters we don’t need to take their
sensibilities into account either. This is a power game, and a close re-
lationship with China is a plus for our side, a minus for the Soviet
side. I think they understand it perfectly well, with the caveat that
it be done in a controlled fashion and not go overboard in a way the
Soviet Union might consider directly menacing.

QUICK FIX SOLUTIONS

Fourth question : Some Pentagon officers are reported to judge that
U.S. military ties with China are an important “quick fix” for the re-
cent widely publicized strategic imbalance in East-West relations; is
there an element of this kind of thinking in our current policy toward
China?

I think this is so. There are people who undoubtedly think of it this
way. I hope they think beyond a “quick fix,” however, because the
potential of shift in global strategy as a result of this event is far
greater and the implications are deeper.

To conclude, while I favor a close relationship with China, I think
we must go about it at a reasonable pace. There is everything to be
gained from it provided it is done reasonably and realistically.
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We should keep our eyes open for developments within China which
may be as important as what happened in Poland in the past month.
As to how important all of this 1s: If you only consider the alterna-
tive, that is a possible rapprochement between Russia and China, that
would make the global situation into a nightmare for us. You realize
how important it 1s that things go the other way.

Mr. Mica. Thank you. We will continue the testimony before we
get into questions.

Mr. Terrill,

STATEMENT OF ROSS TERRILL, AUTHOR, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE,
FAIRBANK CENTER FOR EAST ASIAN RESEARCH, HARVARD
UNIVERSITY

Mr. TerriLL, Thank you, Mr., Chairman. I will read portions of my
prepared statement,

The basic thing to be said about the United States-China relation-
ship is that it is the most satisfactory and effective that the two na-
tions have ever had with each other, pre or post 1949.

We have gone beyond the drawn-out and overdramatized normali-
zation issue; the ending of an abnormality yields strangely few clues
as to what the ensuing normality will be like.

Also beyond the equally overdramatized “China card” issue; the
issue was resolved by playing the card, but once played, the card
is no longer in hand in any simple sense.

And we have moved beyond the nicely named but not sound-based
issue of “evenhandedness”; you do not treat equally two entities—
in this case Russia and China—that are drastically different in their
power to inconvenience you, that hold drastically different views about
you and your policies—in short, that stand in a drastically different
relation to you.

GLOBAL STRATEGIC TRIANGLE

Our China policy is no longer best seen in the context of a global
stmtegic triangle. Such a triangle can only be said to exist when po-

tential hostility and conflict of interest are comparable on all three
flanks—to a degree this was true of the United States-Russia-China
situation for some years from the late 1960’'s—and when the overall
power capability of the three entities is comparable—this was never
really true of the United States-Russia-China situation, as Mr. Gelb
stressed.

What was once true in part is now scarcely true at all. The overriding
issue in U.S. foreign policy is how to cope with growing Soviet power
and ambition.

Our China policy has a connection to that issue—but no more so
than do our relations with West Europe, Japan, and a range of other
countries and groupings.

Indeed, the challenge of Soviet power, together with other develop-
ments in international relations, has produced a pattern of “proximi-
ties”—some alliances, some ententes, or friendly ties—that is not con-
sonant with either a triangle or a revived bipolarism :
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The NATO alliance; the Japanese-United States alliance; the
United States-China entente; the China-Japan friendship; the grow-
ing bonds between West Europe and China; and ASEAN’s bonds with
Japan, the United States, China and West Europe.

PATTERN OF PROXIMITIES

China, for reasons of its own interests, has entered this pattern of
proximities, not only with the United States, but with a range of U.S.
allies and friends—indeed, with the non-Soviet world in general. That
it has done so is a logical consequence of the Sino-Soviet split, the
changed role of the United States in Asia after Vietnam, the continual
growth of Soviet power, and the diffusion of world power as regional
powers and groupings arise.

At a time when there are many unsatisfactory trends in various parts
of the world, one can strike the encouraging note that this pattern of
proximities, which fell into place with the Japan-China treaty and
United States-China normalization, adds up to a broad strategie pic-
ture favorable to U.S. interests, and inimical to any further flexing of
Soviet muscles, at least in Asia.

Moreover, the pattern in general seems a rather stable one.

For the bilateral United States-China tie, uncertainties and possible
pitfalls exist, as in any new relationship.

First. We have to be thoughtfully alert to the variable of Sino-
Soviet relations, which has already been mentioned.

Second. We should not drift into thinking that United States and
China have become remotely alike. The past weighs heavier in China
than it does in the United States, and our two pasts are sharply dif-
ferent, China suffered from imperialism, and the Chinese are sensitive
about China’s backwardness, in front of Westerners, because they feel
imperialist exploitation was one of its causes.

Different levels of wealth produce different perceptions of power.
Some Chinese leaders feel pained that Americans “look down on us,”
because “Americans are very materially minded in assessing power.
They think that with all their weapons they have power, and China,
with nothing but its population, must be weak.”

The problem is that way of life is the currency with which we ulti-
mately measure power.

So even if China and the U.S. have similar views of the Soviet
threat, as they have come to do over the past year, China with its
bicycles and the United States with its automobiles might not find
joint solutions to any possible future Soviet aggression easy to mount.

UNITED STATES-PEOPLES REPUBLIC OF CHINA DISSIMILARITIES

There are other dissimilarities. Americans assume their own uni-
versality. The Chinese—like the French—assume their own unique-
ness. Free of self-consciousness, we stretch out our hands for the com-
munication we believe is natural to man and good for the world. Full
of self-consciousness, the Chinese encounter non-Chinese with ritual
and indirection that may charm Americans but can also mislead them.
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Third. Difficult bilateral issues—such as the problem of Chinese
export of textiles to the United States, and the effort to attain true
reciprocity in intellectual exchange—have to be handled in a hard-
headed and single-issue fashion, to minimize the temptation on both
sides to return to the fading, but easily regraspable mythologies of the
past (“imperialist arrogance,” “Communist deception”).

On the Chinese side, the theory of the “three Worlds,” which puts
the United States and the U.S.S.R. in the same category as “imperial-
ists” and “superpowers,” has not been given up. Perhaps theory merely
lags behind practice. But perhaps, too, there is more continuity in
China’s approach to America than in our approach to China over the
past decades.

Fourth. There can still be some doubt as to whether Sino-American
entente weighs for much as a fact of life in the flux of international
politics. True, it has eased the former cold war tensions in Asia, put
Japan in a more relaxed strategic position than before, given reassur-
ance to Thailand and Pakistan in the face of an unpleasant environ-
ment, and probably served as a warning against Moscow’s more am-
bitious designs.

OPPOSITION TO VIETNAM

But it is a disturbing omen for the future impact of the Sino-
American relationship that their common opposition to Vietnam’s
ambitions in Indochina, and to Russian encouragement of them, has
not deterred Hanoi in the slightest from “destabilizing” Cambodia,
taking control in Laos, and opening its doors to Soviet military activ-
ity. Nor have all the fiery words out of Washington and Peking done

anything to budge Russia from Afghanistan.

I must say that, for all the warnings from some quarters that the
United States-China relationship may make Russia “adventuristic,”
Russia has been adventuristic before Washington and Peking began
to engage in really close consultations; and even now, as the Sino-
American tie at last gets off the ground, one would like to see it have
more impact on Moscow, rather than less, because that impact, as has
been sai({ by my two colleagues, would be in the direction of requiring
prudence from the Soviet leaders,

Fifth. One must recall that the Taiwan issue was transcended,
rather than solved, in the United States-China recognition agreement.

In the immediate future, T agree with several specialists who have
come before previous sessions of this subcommittee, that Taiwan is
very likely to remain secure and stable. In the longer term there are
uncertainties.

Peking intends to work its will on Taiwan. Everything depends
on when and how it tries to do so.

Finally, some points about what is desirable on our China policy.
There need be little agonizing in the United States about how far to
cooperate with China’s modernization. Qur decisions are not going
to make or break China. For such loans as China wants, her credit-
worthiness is sufficient, to give her a choice of sources,

If a U.S. bank backs away. a bank in another Western country or
Japan is likely to step in. Similarly with China’s high technology
imports, the sources are diversified and not even Japan is likely to
find itself an indispensable large-scale supplier.
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MODERNIZED CHINA

It is true that a modernized China entering the 21st century ma;
pose problems for a variety of countries in Asia and even beyond.
But I don’t think it is in American power to veto that moderniza-
tion process, even if it were judged desirable to do so.

What is important is that our economie dealings with China should
be on a business basis and free of all connotations of guardianship.
That has been the past problem in China’s economic partnerships.

It is also desirable that China’s economic involvement with the
developed world be multicentered. Again, bad past experience stem-
med from situations where there were essentially only two partici-
pants, as in the Russia-China and China-Albania relationships.

Peking’s own present wishes run along multicentered lines, and
the United States and Japan and West Europe should put up with
the irritations of this, and acknowledge the %asic healthiness of a
China dealing with a crowded field of partners, no one of them in a
specially dominant or brotherly relationship.

In U.S. foreign policy in general, of which China policy is now
an inextricable part, one could hope for a more integrated—rather than
issue-by-issue—approach ; for a more long-term—rather than election-
oriented—ap mar'{)l; and in particular for an approach that is not
military minded but shrewd in power calculations.

I do not favor supplying China with weapons. In present circum-
stances China is less, not more vulnerable than in any period since
1949,

Mr. Worrr. Unfortunately, I will have to interrupt you to sus-

pend because the second bells indicate a vote. This time we will re-
turn in about 8 to 10 minutes.

FEAR AND AVERSION

Mr. Mica. I have two meetings going on at the same time.

I do disagree, Dr. Pipes, with your statement, I just wanted to say
this for the record. I can’t help but think our relationships with other
nations, particularly a nation like China, have to be built on more than
just our mutual fear or aversion to the Soviet Union.

I think there has to be more substance and more meaning to have any
kind of relationship that has any hope of lasting.

My personal opinion is that no two people always agree on the same
thing, and it takes a greater bond than rapprochement of a mutual
enemy to allow a relationship to continue.

I would like to get your comments, Mr. Gelb and Mr. Terrill, when
we come back—and if I can come back.

Thank you.

[ Brief recess.]

Mr. Worrr. I might say that part of the length of the interruption
was the fact that I was in touch with Secretary Holbrooke on the
entire Korean situation as well as a few others that are really quite
tense at the moment, and we are trying to resolve some differences but
you know about that.

I understand my colleague, Mr. Mica, disagreed with, Mr. Pipes on
the question of military assistance and basing our relationship in this
direction. Did you respond ?
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MARRIAGE OF CONVENIENCE

Mr. Prees. No; I think he misunderstood. I said that our relation-
ship now and for the past several years with the Government of the
People’s Republic of China has been a marriage of convenience. It
certainly has been such in the context in which we discuss it here,
namely vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.

This does not preclude our two countries drawing closer together
and having more than a marriage of convenience but in relation to the
threat which the Soviet Union poses to much of the world, that is what
it is right now.

Mr. Wovrrr. I think one aspect of all this is there are some of us who
e')ust don’t feel that a new relationship, lasting relationship, will be

uilt with, the People’s Republic of China just based upon a common
adversary, that we have to have common interests. 'F}?is may be a
temporary situation, this marriage of convenience as you term it, but
I think we have to find those areas that we have in common, and there
are many areas we have in common with the People’s Republic of
China. These have to be enhanced, exploited for the advantages of
both, countries.

I don’t think anyone is talking about precluding the idea of workin,
together on a military security basis with then%’eople’s Republic o
?hina E}ut one area I would like to pose to you is what happens in the

uture ¢

The leadership of both countries is changing or will change in the
near future. W]l:at of the future with the new leadership that will

take over? Do they have the same aims and ob%ectives? Will they

follow the same line that has been observed in t both in the
Soviet Union as well as in the People’s Republic of China?

Then again, in our country with the statements that have been
made, for example, by Mr. Reagan, in the event that he does win
the election, does that forecast a change in policy so far as the United
States is concerned in the emphasis that we place upon the triangular
diplomacy ?

I Woulg like to have Mr, Terill’s remarks and then get a reaction
from all three of you to that question.

Mr. TerriLL. Just to finish my summary, I mentioned that I was
not in favor of supplying China with weapons and I have given the
' reasons for that.

At the same time, I do not like the combination one sometimes sees
in U.S. policy of a frenetic moralism on particular issues with a
resort to endless arms as a generalized means of attaining national
strength. Left out is what should be central: a steady, long-term
calculus of world power in its various aspects.

BTRENGTH OF U.S. RELATIONS

There are several ingredients to maximized U.S. power, among
them a strong economy, an adequate defense establishment, and the
resilience and innovative possibilities that come from adhering to our
own principles of freedom and equality and the dignity of the
individual.

The strength of U.S. relations with its allies and friends is also a
crucial ingredient in national power.
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The pattern of “proximities” which I have discussed is a priceless
force for setting limits to Soviet expansionism. If the bonds are
nurtured so as to attain their full possible political weight, we can
escape the necessity of forging a global military alliance against the
U.S.S.R. which would return the world to bipolarity and heighten
tensions everywhere. The political-diplomatic challenge comes prior
to the dread prospect of military confrontation.

It seems amazing to me, and regrettable, that the leaders of the
United States, Japan, and China have never sat down together for
tripartite consultations despite their overlapping interests in Asia
and beyond.

GOVERNOR REAGAN

Here, too, I find Governor Reagan’s statements on China and
Taiwan disturbing. He has every right to scrutinize China policy,
and perhaps adjust some nuances of tte relationship with Taiwan.,

If he is elected, Peking must accept him as the representative of
the United States just as we have to deal with whatever leaders the
churning process of Chinese politics turns up at any point of time.

But Mr. Reagan will have to choose between being an ideologue
and being a conservative, between nostalgia for Chiang Kai-shgl’s
China and the strategic logic of friendship with the People’s Republic
of China to counter the U.S.S.R.

I certainly hope Governor Reagan does not reject the entire notion
of strategic proximity to a Communist state that doesn’t stand in the
path of our interests.

In a world where Poles dislike Russians, Vietnamese fight Cam-

bodians, and the Russia-China split is Ferhaps the most consequential
€,

single fact of international political life, to refuse friendship with all
Communist states would be to opt out of power calculation altogether.

IDEOLOGICAL OBJECTIONS

A revival of evenhandedness, based on our ideological objections to
all Communist societies, is the last thing we need at this juncture of
national and international history.

In summary, I feel we should be increasingly friendly to China, as
long as two current realities persist that China remains weaker than
Russia and not allied with Russia, and that China is not outward bent
in Asia but stability-minded.

The reason for our proximity to China has little to do—here I agree
with Professor Pipes—has little to do with judgments about Chinese
society, or even speculation as to the immediate direction to Chinese
politics.

It has to do—if my premise is correct that coping with the growth
of Soviet power is the central task of American foreign policy—with
China’s weakness relative to Russia, and with China’s domestic pre-
occupation as contrasted with Russia’s global military activism.

In this respect the most urgent requirement in our China policy is a
broader, more integrated vision of the bonds that in different ways
link the United States, West Europe, Japan, China, and others close to
these four.

[Mr. Terrill’s prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT oF R0Ss TERRILL, AUTHOR, RESEARCH ABSOCIATE, FAIRBANK
CENTER FOR EAST ASIAN RESEARCH, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

THE DEVELOPMENT OF UNITED STATES-CHINA RELATIONS

I

Some people get nmervous when calm arrives, if only because of
long previous habit of dwelling with crisis and danger. So it seeans
to be with our China policy. For the fundamental thing to be said
gbout the U.S.-China relationship is that it is the most satisfactory
and effective that the two nations have ever had with each other,
pre- or post-1949, and that much of the nervousness is unnecessary.

The tie is not one-sided, as the World War Two alliance was.
The PRC, whatever one thinks of its social system, is a unified,
strong, entity to a degree that Chiang Kai-shek's China never was.

Sino-American cordiality has put an end to the wrenching Cold
War line of division in Asia that scarred the 1950s (marked by the
Korean War) and the 1960s (marked by the Vietnam War).

*The fears about dealing with Peking voiced throughout the 1950s
and 1260s did not prove grounded. Peking did not try to "wreck the UK"
after gaining the China seat, or fail to pay its bills when trading
with Americans, or use its missions in New York.-and Washington to
subvert the U.S. America's allies in Asia, far from being incurably
upset by the U.5. opening to China, almost all went ahead and set up
full diplomatic ties with Peking. U.S.-China normalization in 1979
produced no sudden deterioration in any aspect of Talwan's concrete
situation.®

#"There will be a natural tendency on the part of Taiwancse capital,”
0. Edmund Clubb wrote in The Nation (February 24, 1979), "to seek
safer havens abroad, and there will be a parallel reluctance on the
part of foreign capital to invest in Taiwan undertakings." Neither
has occurred. . .
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Not least, the proven mutual compatibility of the two peoples,
and in a modest way the two economies, now receives an opportunity to
fulfill its potential.*

11

We have gone beyond the drawn-out and over-dramatized normaliza-
tion issue; the ending of an abnormality yields strangely few clues
as to what the ensuing normality will be like. Also beyond the
equally over-dramatized "China card" issue; the issue was resolved
by playing the card, but once played, the card is no longer in hand
in any simple sense. And we have moved beyond the nicely-named but
not soundly-based issue of "even-handedness"; you do not treat
equally two entities (in this case Russia and China) that are
drastically different in their power to inconvenience you, that
hold drastically different views about you and your policies--in short,
that stand in a drastically different relation to you.

Our China policy is no longer best seen in the context of a
global strategic triangle. Such a triangle can only be said to exist
when potential hostility and conflict of interest are comparable on
all three flanks (to a degree this was true of the U.S.-Russia-China
situvation for some years from the late 1960s); and when the overall
power capability of the three entities is comparable {(this was never
really true of the U.S.-Russia-China situation).

What was once true in part is no'¥scarcely true at all. The
overriding issue in U.S. foreign policy is how to cope with growing
Soviet power and ambition. Our China policy has a connection to that
issue--but no more so than do our relations with West Europe, Japan,
and a range of other countries and groupings.

Indeed the challenge of Soviet power, together with other develop-
ments in international relations, has produced & pattern of "proximities"

*Before this Subcommittee on 9/28/77 I spoke of the frustrations in
the pre-normalization U.S.-China relationship: "There can be mno
direct banking facilities, or Chinese trade exhibitions in the
United States, or Chinese ships or aircraft calling at American
ports. United States businessmen are losing orders to Japanese
and West Europeans. United States news media cannot establish
bureaus in Peking or Shanghai. Chinese and American students
cannot study in each other's countries. Peking leaders will not
visit Washington--and so an opportunity to influence their view
of America is lost." All of these frustrations have been sharply
alleviated in the past twenty-two months.
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(whether alliances, éntentes, or friendly ties) that is not consonant
with either a triangle or a revived bipolarism:

© the NATO alliance
o the Japan-U.S. alliance
the U.S.-China entente
the China-Japan friendship
the growing bonds between West Europe and China

ASEAN's bonds with Japan, the U.S., China and
West Europe

China, for reasons of its own interests, has entered this pattern
of proximities, not only with the U.S., but with a range of U.S. allies
and friends--indeed with the non-Soviet world in general. That it has
done so is a logical consequence of the Sino-Soviet split, the changed
role of the U.S. in Asia after Vietnam, the continual growth of Soviet
power, and the diffusion of world power as regional powers and groupings
arise.

5921

At a time when there are many unsatisfactory trends in various
parts of the world, one can strike the encourzging note that this pattern
of proximities, which fell into place with the Japan-China treaty and
U.S5.-China normalization, adds up to a broad strategic picture favorable
to U.S. interests, and inimical to any further flexing of Soviet muscles,
at least in Asia. Moreover the pattern in general seems a rather stable
one. Several eventualities could upset it: a major shrinking of the
U.S. role in Asia; a total breakdown of common purpose between West
Europe and the U.S. over how to deal with Russia; an upheaval in China,
or a-Russian blow at China, which put China on the sidelines of interna-
tional politics; an escalation of the U.S.-Japan economic difficulties
to the point where the strategic alliance unravelled; a major step-up
in Japanese rearmament, with all the responses that would produce in
Asia, 1

None of these seem at all likely within the envisagable span of
the next five-ten years.

One future eventuality, which would be enormously consequential,
would be a rapprocherent between Russia and China. Although return to
Sino-Soviet intimacy and ideological alliance is out of the question,
an extension of detente to this relationship (which is the one great
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hold-out against a spirit of detente in the relationships of the
very big powers today) is perhaps the least unlikely of the eventu-
alities I have listed.

The mood in China is pragmatic, economically-minded, domestically-
oriented, and revisionist as to Marxist doctrine, all of which works
to undermine the priority, emotion, and rationale of anti-Sovietism.

I do not mean that Sino-Soviet detente is a certainty. Objective
logic is one thing; quite another is the spark of circumstance needed
to overturn a long-standing pelicy. Much also depends on Soviet
attitudes, now and after Brehznev leaves the scene, which I cannot
gauge.

Moreover, the developments of 1978-1980 have tacitly redefined
the shape of any future Sino-Soviet detente. The Japan-China and
U.S.-China relationships have taken away much of the "either-or"
uncertainty in China's approach to the West and Russia. For muzh of
the 1970s the unconsolidated state of the West's relationships with
China made the possibility of a Chinese compromise with Russia more
live than it would otherwise have been. But China's relations with
East and West are no longer a zero-sum game. An historical shift
has occurred; any Sinc-Soviet rapprochement would be severely limited
4n scope by the prior existence of firm Peking-Tokyo and Peking-
Washington ties.

There is a paradox sbout Peking's international position today.
Less under threat, with less cause to fear attack, than at any point
since 1949, and also more influential in the world than ever before,
the PRC nevertheless is also, in a sense, "leéss free." Post-Mao China
has moyed out of the world of black-and-white choices that was at once
pristine and often inconsequential. Enmeshed in more and more interna-

tional relationships, bent on economic development as the top priority,
Peking may be finding that its options narrow as it faces intractable
problems of -development, and increasingly technical issues, in a
shrinking world of complex balances.

This is not to say that it wouldn't be a discomforting event if
Russia and China were to improve their relations, even to a limited
degree. It would be, to the U.S., Japan, and others. Some luxuries
to which we have grown accustomed might fall from our grasp. Yet the
complexity of major power relationships as the 1980s open, together with
the terrors of a world in which technique and material progress outstrip
institutions to order them, give the issue another dimension.

With a reconstituted Peking-Moscow allionce not in question, with
a Chinese turning away from the West and back to Russia in its interna-
tional economic involvement also out of the question, with China's
junior-brother status vis-a-vis Russia having been obviated by China's
complicated role on the world stage, we are freed to look at any change
in Peking-Moscow relations in more relaxed terms than in the past,
though still very cautiously.
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The 1limited adverse consequences for the balance of power could
even be set off by some positive gains for world peace: serious new
possibilities for arms control; a joint tackling by all the great
powers, for the first time since World War Two, of certain international
issues, including the environment, technolegically-facilitated terrorism,
territorial waters, and trade and monetary matters; an easing of tensions
in Indo-China and a forestalling of possible parallel tensions in West
Asia and other places; decreased leverage for Kim Il-sung and an
unlocking of the Korean problem in general.

v

Bilaterally, the U.S.-China relationship has in twenty-two months
since diplomatic ties were established become richer than most people
expected. Interlocking ties between China and various U.S. government
and private entities give a steadiness to this relationship that
historically has been troublingly volatile--precisely because, in the
absence of concrete interactions on an equal basis, the two countries
dwelt as abstractions in each others' minds.

At the same time, U.S.-China interactions are not spectacularly
intimate or extensive; it is a "normal" rather than a “special” rela-
tionship by the standards of U.5. bilateral relationships, and that is
how it should be in present circumstances. Promisingly compatible as
the fmerican and.Chinese people's approach to‘ each other scems, the
foundation of the relationship remains our parallel glcbal strategic
interests.

Uncertainties and possible pitfalls exist, as in any new relation~
ship.

1. I have already mentioned the variable of Sino-Soviet relations
to which we have to be thoughtfully alert.

2. We should not drift into thinking that U.S. and China have
become remotely alike. . The past weighs heavier in China than it does
in the U.S5., and our two pasts are sharply different, China: suffered
from imperialism, and Chinese are sensitive about China's backwardness,
in front of Westerners, because they feel imperialist exploitation was
one of its causes.

Different levels of wealth produce different perceptions of power.
Some Chinese leaders feel pained that Americans "look down on us,"
because "Americans are very materially-minded in assessing POWeEr ...
They think that with all their weapons they have power, and China,
with nothing but its population, must be weak." The problem is that
way of life is the currency with which we ultimately mecasure power.
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So even if China and the U.S. have similar views of the Soviet
threat, as they have come to do over the past year, China with its
bicycles and the U.S. with its automobiles might not find joint
solutions to any possible future Soviet aggression easy to mount.

There are other dissimilarities. Americans assume their own
universality. The Chinese--like the French-assume their own uniqueness.
Free of self-consciousness, we stretch out our hands for the communica-
tion we believe is natural to man and good for the world. Full of
self-consciousness, the Chinese encounter non-Chinese with ritual and
indirection that may charm Americans but can also mislead them.

Our social system is such that, to a Chinese eye, we don't have
a "national point of view." We are a jostling bundle of interests
held together by the rule of law and the good luck of physical isola-
tion. China's culture and social system both conspire to limit that
autonomy of the individual which to Americans is a sacred value and
a precondition for social communication.

3. Difficult bilateral issues (such as the problem of Chinese
export of textiles to the U.S., and the effort to attain true
reciprocity in intellectual exchanges) have to be handled in a
hard-headed and single-issue fasion, to minimize the temptation on
both sides to return to the fading, but easily regraspable mythologies
of the past ("imperialist arrogance," "Communist deception™).

On the Chinese side, the theory of the "three Worlds," which puts
the USA and the USSR in the same category as "imperialists" and
"Superpowers," has not been given up. Perhaps theory merely lags
behind practice. But perhaps, too, there is more continuity in
China's approach to America than in our approach to China over the
past decades.

It is easier to imagine an ambitious young Chinese politician
reviving the phrase "U.S. imperialism," by asserting that "U.S.
imperialism is obstructing the reunification of Taiwan with the
Motherland," than it is to imagine an ambitious young American poli-
tician reviving the American sense of mission in Asia by reasserting
an American will to democratize and Christianize China.

It is conceivable that, if economic results are disappointing in
China in the 1980s, disillusionment could take the form of renewed
criticism of the American form of modernity——if only to save face when
confronted with failure.

4. There can still be some doubt as to whether Sino-American
entente weighs for much as a fact of life in the flux of international
politics. True, it has eased the former Cold War tenmsions in Asia,
put Japan in a more relaxed strategic position than before, given
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reassurance to Thailand and Pakistan in the face of an unpleasant
environment, and probably served as a warning against Moscow's more
ambitious designs.

But it is a disturbing omen for the future impact of the Sino-
American relationship that their common opposition to Vietnam's
ambitions in Indo-China, and to Russian encouragement of them,
has not deterred Hanoi in the slightest from "“de-stabilizing"
Cambodia, taking control in Laos, and opening its doors to Soviet
military activity, Nor have all the fiery words out of Washington
and Peking done anything to budge Russia from Afghanistan.

I must say that, for all the warnings from some quarters that
the U.S.-China relationship may make Russia "adventuristic,” Russia
has been adventuristic before Washington and Peking began to engage
in really close consultations; and even now, as the Sino-American
tie at last gets off the ground, one would like to sez it have more
impact on Moscow, rather than less, because that impact would be in
the direction of requiring prudence from the Soviet leaders.

5. One must recall that the Taiwan issue was transcended,
rather than solved, in the U.S.-China recognition agreement.

My prediction before this Subcommittee in September 1977 has
proved correct: 9

"Normalization will be an anti-climax. Despite some
grim forebodings, Taiwan will awake next morning remarkably
unchanged. Its social and economic strengths vis-a-vis
the mainland will still exist. Just as Taipei has easily
survived the loss of recognition by some 60 countries in
recent years, and the loss of its peace treaty with Japan,
so it will survive a similar step by the US."

In the immediate future, I agree with several specialists who have
come before previous sessions of this Subcommittee, that Taiwan is very
likely to remain secure and stable. In the longer term there are
unceitainties.

The unity of the Taipei govermment, which has been remarkable
over the years, might weaken. How do you hold a cabinet together when
some officials murmur about talking with Peking, and others murmur
about developing nuclear weapons to fight Peking?

And Peking might misjudge public opinion on the island, trying
to win influence there without realizing that little enthusiasm for
communism exists in Taiwan.

Much depends on Chinese policies. Deng has said China intends

a peaceful reunification. But if Peking were to renounce force, he
has also said, Taipei might be encourzged to refuse to negotiate with

66-437 0 - 81 - 11
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Peking and that would "in the end lead to an armed solution of the
problem."

In other words Peking intends to work its will on Taiwan.
Everything depends on when and how it tries to do so.

v

Finally some points about what is desirable in our China policy.
There need be little agonizing in the U.S. about how far to cooperate
with China's modernization. Our decisions are not going to make or
break China. For such loans as China wants, her credit-worthiness is
sufficient to give her a choice of sources. If a U.S. bank backs away,
a bank in another Western country or Japan is likely to step in.
Similarly with China's high-technology imports; the sources are
diversified and not even Japan is likely to find itself an indispensable
large-scale supplier.

It is true that a modernized China entering the 2lst century may
pose problems for a variety of countries in Asia and even beyond. But
I don't think it is in American power to veto that modernization process,
even if it were judged desirable to do so.

What is impnrtant is that our economic dealings with China should
be on a business basis and free of all connotations of guardianship.
Where China+and an economic partner came to’grief in the past, aid and
trade came on the wings of philosophical guardianship. This occurred
when Russia was China's partner in the 1950s, and in reverse direction
when China served up aid and ideology to Albania in the.1960s. Differ-
ences of yviewpoint on the aims and modes of development, which are
inevitable when diverse nations deal with each other, are much less
likely to lead to conflict if the dealings are on a business basis.

It is also desirable that China's economic involvement with the
developed world be multi-centered. Again, bad.past experience stemmed
from situations where there were essentially only two participants, as
in the Russia-China and China-Albania relationships. Peking's own
present wishes run along multi-centered lines and the U.S.'and Japan
and West Europe .should put up-with the irritations of this, and
acknowledge-the basic healthiness of a China dealing with a crowded
field of partners, no one of them in a specially dominant or brotherly
relationship.

Our broad political and diplomatic relationship with China has
in my opinion been well handled by the Carter administration.
Assistant Secretary Holbrooke's June 4, 1980 speech on the subject
is a judicious, convincing, encouraging statement of policy.
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In U.5. foreign policy in general, of which China policy is
now an inextricable part, one.could hope for a more integrated
(rather than issue by issue) approach; for a more longterm (rather
than election-oriented) approach; and in particular for an approach
that is not military-minded but shrewd in power calculationms.
I do not favor supplying China with weapons. In present circum-
stances China is less, not more vulnerable than in past years; there
are interests of a national and regional kind that China has which
we would not necessarily want to see pressed to the hilt; and in
all cases we should be reluctant to provide backward societies which
urgently need economic growth with capacities that may tempt them to
the distraction of war.

But one sees at times a terrible combination in U.S. foreign
policy of a frenetic moralism on particular issues with a resort to
endless arms as a generalized means of attaining national strength.
Left out is what should be central: a steady, longterm calculus of
world power in its various aspects.

There are several ingredients to maximized U.S. power, among
them a strong economy, an adequate defense establishment, and the
resilience and innovative possibilities that come from adhering to
our own principles of freedom and equality and the dignity of the
individual.

The strength of U.S. relations with its allies and friends is
also a crucial ingredient in national power.

The pattern of "proximities" which I have discussed is a
priceless force for setting limits to Soviet expansionism. If the
bonds are nurtured so as to attain their full possible political
weight, we can escape the necessity of forging a global military
alliance against the USSR which would return the world to bipolarity
and heighten tensions everywhere. The political-diplomatic challenge
comes prior to the dread prospect of military confrontation.

Here I find Governor Reagan's statements on China and Taiwan
disturbing. He has every right to scrutinize China policy, and
perhaps adjust some nuances of the relationship with Taiwan. If he
is elected, Peking must accept him as representative of the U.S.
just as we have to deal with whatever leaders the churning process
of Chinese politics turms up at any point of time. But Mr. Reagan
will have to choose between being an ideologue and being a conservative,
between nostalgia for Chiang Kai-shek's China and the strategic logic
of friendship with the PRC to counter the USSR.

I certainly hope Governor Reagan does not reject the entire
notion of strategic proximity to a Communist state that doesn't stand
in the path of our interests. In a world where Poles dislike Russians,
Vietnamese fight Cambodians, and the Russia-China split is perhaps the
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most conscquential eingle fact of international political life, to
refuse friendship with all Communist states would be to opt out of
power calculation ;ltogether.

A revival of even-handedness, based on our ideological objections
to all Communist societies, is the last thing we nced at this juncture
of national and international history.

VI

The gist of my statement is that we should be increasingly
friendly to China as long as two current realities persist: that
China remains weaker than Russia and not allied with Russia; and that
China is not outward bent in Asia but stability-minded.

The reason for our proximity to China has little to do with
judgments about Chinese society, or even speculation as to the
immediate direction of Chinese politics. It has to do--if my
premise is correct that coping with the growth of Soviet power
is the central task of American foreign policy--with China's
wezkness relative to Russia, and with China's domestic preoccupation
as contrasted with Russia's global military activism. 1In this respect
the most urgent requirement in our China policy is a broader, more
integrated vision of the bonds that in different ways link the U.S.,
West Europe, Japan, China, and others close to these four.
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Mr. Worrr. Thank you very much, Mr, Terrill.
I wonder now if we could revert to the previous question that I posed.

EFFECT OF LEADERSHIP CHANGES

Mr. Prees. Yes.

The question was, first of all, about possible changes in the leader-
ship of all three countries.

Mr. Worrr. The effect that may have.

Mr. Prees. Yes; I think the following is my judgment. In the Soviet
Union, as it is now constituted, it is very difficult to see how dramatic
changes in leadership can take place. There is, of course, always the
possibility of a fight among the successors to Brezhneyv. You remember
the Trotsky-Stalin struggle. There is the possibility of a major fiasco in
A fghanistan which may produce internal repercussions.

I would say the likelithood is that the system is going to continue and
remain largely the same because the leadership renews itself, and the
people who are now sitting in the Government—and this is a bureau-
cratic government—are picking as their deputies and successors, peo-
ple like themselves. There is a weaning out process whereby you reject
anybody who is different.

Mr. Worrr. We have been told in the past Brezhnev has been a mod-
erating influence and with his passing there might be a stronger move
toward change in policy.

Mr. Prees. I strongly suspect that this is deliberate misinformation.
It is used by Soviet leaders as a means of obtaining concession from
the United States on matters like SALT by saying: “You now have a
good man in the Kremlin. You may not like him but wait until you see
t-he1 alternative; therefore, you better play along and make concessions
to him.”

They did the same thing with the Germans when Ospolitik got
started. This is a well-known ploy.

SUCCESSORS IN UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS AND PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA AND UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

On the successors to Brezhnev there are two schools of thought. Some
people say they will be more cosmopolitan, and adaptable, others say
they will be tougher. We really don’t know. I suspect we cannot draw
any inference about what lies ahead.

n China, clearly there are profound changes occurring. I am not
an expert on China—and I will defer to Mr. Terrill—but when in some
places the portraits of Marx, Engels, and Stalin are coming down, this
means something.

I was in Russia in the midfifties when the portraits of Stalin him-
self came down but the others remained in place.

As for the United States, T cannot speak on behalf of Mr. Reagan
or what he will do, I don’t know, but I think that his comments on
Taiwan have been taken out of context. He has a troubled conscience
about the way we have treated Taiwan when establishing diplomatic
relations with the People’s Republic. He feels that we have let Taiwan
down, that if we had stuck to our guns we might have gotten better
conditions for Taiwan, a closer relationship between us and them.
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At no point has he suggested—and I know this is also the case with
the people who are advising him—that we reverse what has been
agreed upon in our relationship with the People’s Republic of China.

The whole Reagan camp is very much aware of what this means for
the global balance, and wLile there are people, including the Governor
himself, who would like somehow to rectify what he perceives to be
an injustice and a betrayal to our friends in Taiwan, there is no inten-
tion of undoing our new relationship with the People’s Republic.

Mr. Worrr. Thank you.

Mr. Gelb, would you like to comment ?

Mr. Gers. I have nothing really substantively different from what
Professor Pipes said. We have no real evidence to suggest that the
next generation of leaders in the Soviet Union or China are any dif-
ferent from their seniors.

As far as Mr. Reagan’s position, I have nothing to say about that.

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Terrill.

Mr. Terrirr. My impression is that in Peking there is not a lot of dis-
sension about foreign policy. There has been in some past phases of
People’s Republic of (I))hina history; Mao had a lot of trouble with
some of his colleagues on some foreign policy issues. I don’t think to-
day there are large divisions.

At the same time, there is a secular tendency, you might say, toward
the logic of China’s anti-Russian position being undermined. The
country is in a pragmatic mood. It has dismantled nearly all of Mao’s
policies except his obsessive hostility to the Soviet Union. It ceased to
call the Soviet Union “revisionist,” as it moves itself onto a path
many would call that of revisionism, and maybe Mr. Pipes is right
%}‘mt. it is even more revisionist than anything we have seen in East

jurope.

If Fhe logic of Mao’s anti-Sovietism has in a sense been undermined,
that doesn’t itself mean that we will see China and Russia draw
closer—but it is the one worry that I would have about some possible
change in China’s policy.

The changes ahead? T see a certain: political stability in China. I
think there is a determination to have a steady period. I am not sure
the economic results will be as good as everyone wants, and I think that,
down the road, if they are disappointing, we might have new political
upheavals.

I don’t see those upheavals coming soon, and as for the attitude to-
ward the United States in China, as you, yourself, suggested, Mr.
Chairman, there is much more going for United States-China rela-
tions than :merely a common enemy. There are very good feelings.
There are enormous people-to-people contacts. Trade 1s bigger thar
one might have thought it would be a year or so ago.

The two governments are getting interlocked with each other in
various ways, and I don’t see any resistance to that in China at all.

CHINESE MILITARY BUILDUP

Mr. Wourr. Let me preface my next question by saying that T par-
ticularly feel very strongly that assistance to China today in helping
it to exploit its own resources, improving its technology. will make for
a strong bond of relationship between the United States and China,
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I think is extremely important to both countries if we hope to main-
tain a lasting relationship.

I am just wondering whether or not with the knowledge that we have
of China’s military capacity, whether there is anything we can do today
that will prove its capability on a military basis of either defending
itself against an intrusion by the Soviets or in changing the balance
in any way other than just industrial manpower.

Mr. Gecs. I think it is very doubtful anything that could reasonably
be done would change the military balance of power between China
and the Soviet Union in 3 or 5 or 10 years. The kind of hardware that
China would need to begin to rectify the balance, modern weapons
systems, are extremely costly and China cannot pay for them. China’s
leaders are not about to wrench their whole economy out of shape,
denying development of the domestic side in order to build up the
military side. In fact, they recently announced a cut in defense
spending.

Second, it is my understanding that China doesn’t want to buy
weapons systems wholesale and wants the technology so that they can
build these weapons systems themselves. So I think there is some sub-
stantial natural barrier to anything we or other industrialized nations
of the West could or would do to change that military balance in any
near-term sense.

Mr. Prees. I agree in general with what Mr. Gelb has said except
to note that you are dealing here with a highly civilized culture and
a disciplined people who can, I believe, absorb a certain amount of
Western military technology and make it work.

We are not facing a situation such as we had in Iran or have today
in Saudi Arabia where you transfer the most sophisticated equipment
and find it is not much use because there is no cultural infrastructure
to deal with it—1I think in China there is.

I am not a military specialist but it seems to me there are certain
weapons systems of a defensive kind which if transferred would make
quite a difference in China’s capacity to cope with a potential Soviet
invasion.

I am speaking of very simple things, such as antitank weapons.
ARMS FOR POLICE

Mr. Worrr. T want to come to Mr. Terrill on this but let me just
inject a further point. There has been a request made for small arms
for police. I just wonder what your reaction is.

I\{f Prees. You said there was——

Mr. Worrr. There is under consideration today the question of small
arms for the police. How would you feel about that ?

Mr. Prees. I don’t think we should assist the police forces in any
undemocratic society, as a matter of principle.

Mr. Worrr. How about you, Mr. Gelb?

Mr. Geus. T have no objection in principle to providing this equip-
ment to the People’s Republic. T can see where this would not in any
significant way associate us with any actions where we would disagree
with, Once one starts drawing these lines——

Mr. Worrr. We have drawn the line already in that particular sense
in a variety of countries.
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Mr. Gers. In some countries we do and in some we don’t. Qur be-
havior is hardly consistent.

Mr. Worrr. In Congress we set a policy that said we would not par-
ticipate in the furnishing of police equipment in any country because
of g;.r of intruding upon the internal affairs of that country and spe-
cifically have precluded the sale of police equipment in certain areas in
the world.

Mr. Gers. I don’t regard this as a touchstone for relations or a major
approach.

Mr. Wovrrr. Now you have two questions.

Mr. TerrLL. On the police equipment, I have mixed feelings. If
what Mr. Pipes referred to is our policy, good, I would like to stick
with it and that would exclude China. I am not sure whether it is—
just as a matter of fact.

If we already make exceptions with a lot of others—and after all,
there are not that many countries in the world that are democratic in
our sense——

Mr. Prees. I didn’t say this is our policy. I am saying it should be.

Mr. TerrirL. If we do adhere to it in alJI{ other cases then let’s adhere
to it in the Chinese case. If we make a lot of other exceptions, I sup-
pose we should approve the sale. T would have to add that this equip-
ment is not going to make much difference as to how the Government
treats the Chinese people, so we need not have too many worries about
the effect of it.

On the other question, I agree, Mr. Chairman, with the answer that
is really contained in your own way put in the question. I am not keen
on seeing China armed to a much greater degree than it is now partly
because of what you said—that it won’t change things all that much;
partly because the Chinese Government itself, as Mr. Gelb suggested,
1s setting a butter over guns priority, and I don’t think they are goin,
to allot the level of resources to purchase at arms sales that woulg
change the balance significantly.

The only circumstance in which I could see this happening is if the
world situation deteriorates to such a degree that we find ourselves in a
large war—in most parts of the world that is going to be a war where
China and America are going to have similar attitudes.

In a situation in which China and the United States are fighting to-
gether, military transfers would take place quickly and the question
of whether China could pay for them, of course, would be an academic
question.

EQUIPMENT TO SOVIETS

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Gelb, how about the idea of the request from the
Soviet Union relative to the police equipment? Would your answer be
the same?

Mr. Gere. Probably not.

Mr. Worrr. That is because of the political question.

Mr. Gere. But I think in almost every one of these cases it is a
political question and our behavior in the human rights area is not one
where we can demand consistency. One looks at the situation in each
country and makes your human rights decisions in particular contexts.
We don’t treat every dictatorship of the left the same or every dic-
tatorship of the right the same,
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Mr. Worrr. In recent years there has always been an admonition to
the public if you have a problem, write your Congressman. We have
no place to go but to go to you. We have no one to write to.

Mr. GeLs. Then we are both in trouble.

SOUTH KOREA

. Mr. WoLrr. You are three experts in the area of foreign policy ques-
tions. I am going to pose something to you. Before you said there are
very few things that the Soviets and the Chinese do not agree on.
Korea is one place the Chinese and Soviets seem to agree on, the
support of North Korea.

We are posed with a serious problem right now, There has been in
the Congress a question on furnishing spare parts to South Korea.
Based on human rights considerations, what would be your recom-
Ellepda;,ion to us since it does involve the nexus of both the Soviet and

1ina

Mr. Prres. The coincidence between Soviet and Chinese policies in
some areas of the world, such as Korea and one can also say the Middle
East, is an anachronism. The Chinese have not modernized their for-
eign policy as they have their internal policy. They are trying to com-
pete with the Russians for the same constituencies so that in a sense
they are saddled with supporting all kinds of movements such as the
PLO, and I have never understood why the Chinese support the PLO,
I have argued with them, saying that, if the PL.O esta&ished a Pales-
tinian state it would be another Cuba. Why do you support it ? I never
really received a satisfactory answer.

I hope that the Chinese will revise their foreign policy to bring it
more in line with the kind of commitments they have undertaken,

When it comes to supporting, say, South Korea, there is simply no
question that we must support it militarily. It is essential because if
we do not, the country may fall and find Japan is threatened and then
the whole Far East.

In reference to your previous question, when it comes to providing
police equipment for a foreign country, I think even among our allies—
Korea, a very repressive regime—let them take care of it themselves.
T don’t think that the presence or absence of police equipment from
us is going to make a great deal of difference but it puts us into a very
disagreeable position. We can say that we do protect South Korea from
the North because that is in the interest of regional stability, but it is
not in our interest to associate ourselves with the repressive features
of the regime.

We may have to aquiesce it but we don’t have to help them repress.

As for the Soviet Union, T don’t think they need our police equip-
ment. We would probably want to buy it from them, if anything.

SPARE MILITARY PARTS

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Gelb.

Mr. Gees. The question is whether or not you supply spare parts
for the Korean military as the best way of influencing their decision
on Mr. Kim is a very hard one to answer. It is a perfect case, I think,
of how difficult it is to draw the line between supplies to be used for
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internal repression and supplies to be used for defense of the country.
These are spare parts for Korean trucks, tanks, is that correct?

Mr. Worrr. Aireraft parts.

Mr. Gevs, Aireraft.

In a lot of cases they are things that have dual uses. They are used
to defend the country and to deal with internal repression.

You have to ask people on the spot, what do you think is the best
way of being able to get that new government not to carry out its
sentence against Mr. Kim? T think it is critical for our relations
with South Korea that they not kill this man. It is not only a ques-
tion of human rights; it is a question of our basic policy toward that
country and how that will be affected by their actions on this matter.

But that isn’t the kind of call that T would be inclined to make from
here. I would be much influenced by the use of our Ambassador and
our military commander there as to the best way to do it.

Mr. Wovrr. I might disagree with you on that. I am not impressed
by the fact that our military commander gets involved in political
decisionmaking.

Mr, Gers. As a matter of fact, how he thinks the Koreans would
react is.important input.

Mr. Worrr. His reaction was quite different, if you remember.
I don’t want to get into a long discussion of that, the point being his
reaction is nothinf_{ can be done easily that will interfere with our
security and complete support of Korea, and T think this is an action

that should not be taken by a military commander.
This is a decision that should be made on a political basis rather

than a military one.

Mr. Gers. Oh, for sure, but what I am getting at is getting his

judgment as to how the South Koreans would react to it.
r. Worrr. Mr. Terrill.

Mr. TerriLL. Mr. Chairman, I don’t have much to add. I don’t think
you can solve these problems with a generalization. I think we have
to keep supplying South Korea, but one hopes this particular thing
can be handled administratively, and negotiated, and bargained with
threats, to such a degree that we do have influence on the Kim affair.

I do think two other things can be said about Korea. One is that
the Chinese now, despite what they say always in public, are far
more interested in stability in the Korean peninsula than in any ac-
tions to unify Korea by military initiativestfrom the North, In fact,
I think since Secretary Brown’s visit to China in January, that this
is one of the areas of quiet success in United States-China relations;
China has had a good influence on Pyongyang as the China-American
relationship has pro : 3

Second, I don’t think we should think of the Korean question
simply in terms of how can we keep the South strong. The fact is
that the whole situation is extremely dangerous. It is an over-mili-
tarized situation, South and North, and we have to look beyond the
question of keeping South Korea strong to the question of steps, first
of all, diplomatic, and then other moves that will result in demilitari-
zation. Here T think the United States-China relationship is a promis-
ing one,
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MEMO ON MILITARY RELATIONSHIP

Mr. Worrr. Mr. Gelb, your name was used by Mr. Garrett as
one of the authors of the PRM 24 and he indicated sometime in late
1976 or 1977—at least the New York Times said that memorandum
against a military relationship—possible Soviet reaction asking to
divulge knowledge of the content of the memorandum.

Could you give us an idea of whether or not, so far as the Times
story is concerned, that is true?

Mr. Ges. I don’t remember the Times story exactly but the fact of
the matter is the memorandum itself made no recommendation what-
soever. It was just a typical governmental analysis—50 pros and 50
cons. The issue of military sales to China was not directly tackled
in that PRM. The issue that was dealt with was the sale of dual use
items such as computers and even on that, as I said, the discussion was
one of the potential costs and benefits.

It is not accurate that it dealt with recommendations on what to do
about the military relationship.

Mr. Worrr. 1 {nave exhausted the time of you three gentleman be-
fore us. I want to thank you very much for the time you have given us
and for the time you have given to preparation of the papers that you
have given and also the preparation of the oral statement that you
rave.

T hope that we can call upon you on a fairly regular basis to give us
your insight. This committee started the examination of the tripartite
relationsﬁip and I think all three of you were witnesses before us; at

least we spoke to you at that time. You did that before this was an

Asian political affairs committee. It was just foreign policy planning.

I think it is important for us to say there are really strong reasons
for us to develop a continuing relationship, as you have all indicated,
with the People’s Republic of China but I think there are also, as all
three of you have indicated, certain precautions and situations that
develop there, perhaps, and later to the direct relationship, that have
to be borne in mind as this continuing relationship develops.

I want to thank all three of you for being here.

The committee now stands in recess.

[Whereupon, at 4 :35 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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DepARTMENT OF StaTE MUNITIONS CoNTROL NEWSLETTER No. 81,
MarcH 1980

CATEGORIES OF SUPPORT EQUIPMENT To BE OPENED TO CHINA

The United States Government is now prepared to consider, on a case-by-case
basis, license applications for export to the People's Republic of China of certain
ilfie]il.s and technology covered in the following categories of the U.S. Munitions
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1. Category VII; specifically : (d) trucks, trailers, hoists and skids specifically
designed for carrying and handling the articles in paragraph (a) of Categories III
and IV ; mobile repair shops specifically designed to service equipment; (e) re-
covery vehicles; (g) all specifically designed components, parts, accessories,
attachments and associated equipment for the above items.

2. Category VIII; specifically: (a) certain aireraft, including helicopters, de-
signed, modified or equipped for the following purposes : liaison, cargo/personnel
carrying, and lighter-than-air aireraft; (d) airborne equipment (excluding air-
borne refueling equipment) specifically designed for use with the aircraft and
engines of the types deseribed in paragraph (a) of this Category; (e) launching,
arresting and recovery equipment for the articles in paragraph (a) of this Cate-
gory ; (h) components, parts, aceessories, attachments, and associated equipment
specifically designed or modified for the articles in paragraphs (a), (d) and (e)
of this Category.

3. Category IX; specifically : (a) training equipment oriented to pilot training
to include : flight simulation devices, operational flight trainers, flight simulators,
radar trainers, instrument flight trainers and navigation trainers; (b) compo-
nents, parts, accessories, attachments, and associated equipment specifically
designed or modified for the articles in paragraph (a) of this Category as noted
here.

4. Category XI; specifically: (a) electronic equipment not included in Cate-
gory XII, including (1) search radar systems, communications systems, and (2)
simple fathometers; underwater telephones; weather navigation, guidance, ob-
ject-locating methods and means; displays and telemetering equipment: (d)
components, parts, accessories, attachments, and associated equipment specifically
designed for use or currently used with the equipment described above for this
Category, except such items as are in normal commercial use.

5. Category XIII; specifically: (a) aerial eameras, special purpose cameras,
and special processing equipment therefor: photo interpretation, stereoscopic
plotting, photogrammetry equipment, and specifically designed components there-
for; (c) self-contained diving and underwater breathing apparatus and speciil-
cally designed components therefor.

6. Category XVIII; specifically : technical data relating only to certain articles
identified in this newsletter.

The United States Government will continue its current policy of considering
license applications for export to the People’s Republic of China of items and
technology covered in the Commodity Control List published by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce.

WiLLiaM B. ROBINSON,
Director, Office of Munitions Control.
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